(No. 105] 


FUYL COMMITTEE HEARING ON H. R. 8247, H. R. 9005, S. 3458, 

AND S. 3539 

BS H. R. 8247 

S crn copynittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Leslie C. Arends, a member 
of the committee, presiding.) 

Mr. ArENDs. The committee will come to order, to consider H. R. 
8247, an act to provide for the restoration and maintenance “ the 
U. S. 8. Constitution and to authorize the disposition of the U.S. 5. 
Constellation, U.S. S. Hartford, U.S.5. Olympia, and 5S. Oregon, 
and for other purposes, and we have had some changes by the Senate, 
and we want to consider those. 

Mr. Ducanper. There are 6 Senate amendments to this bill, 5 of 
which are of a technical or clarifying nature. The only amendment 
which may go to the substance of the bill is page 3, line 5. 

The Senate wrote back in the words, ‘subsection 2 (c) and” 
That language had been stricken on the floor of the House for a reason 
which is not disclosed in the Congressional Record. 

Now, if you leave these words out of the bill, then the transfer of 
the Constellation to Baltimore can be made, but not under such terms 
and conditions as the Secretary may prescribe. It writes back in the 
authority of the Secretary to prescribe certain conditions for the 
transfer of the Constellation to Baltimore which conditions were 
agreed to by representatives of the city of Baltimore during hearings 
on the bill. This language was in the original bill and General 
Devereux is the author of the bill. 

Mr. Vinson. Where is it in the bill? 

Mr. Ducanper. Page 3, line 5. 

Mr. Vinson. In subsection 2 (c), and where is that? 

Mr. Ducanper. That’s over on page 2, line 7. 

Mr. Bates. That is not a subsection; that is a section, Mr. 
Ducander. 

Mr. Ducanppr. Section 2, subsection (c). 

Mr. Bares. That’s right, but—— 

Mr. Vinson. That means in that language the Government would 
give it to the city of Baltimore? 

Mr. mata Yes, under such terms and conditions as the Secre- 
prescribe. 

r. Vinson. If we are going to do it let’s do it straight from the 
shoulder, and let’s give it to them. 

Mr. DUucANDER. Now (d) on line 21, it reads: 


Each transferee shall agree to maintain the vessel in a condition satisfactory to 
the Department of the Navy; and—— 
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Mr. Vinson. I think they will do that. 

Mr. Devereux. Why we struck out 2 (c) is beyond my compre- 
hension. I was handling the bill on the floor of the House, and I had 
John McCormick and several other people asking me to put it in. 

Mr. Vinson. Under this bill the Constellation goes to the city of 
Baltimore? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. And, it is up to Baltimore to maintain it, that it shall 
be maintained? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes. 

Mr. Vinson. And, the Constitution goes to Boston? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. What happens to the Hartford? 

Mr. Ducanpver. The Hartford goes to Mobile, Ala. 

Mr. Vinson. And in connection with the others we have 6 months 
to dispose of the others? 

Mr. Ducanper. Yes. 

Mr. Vinson. Gentlemen, I move the comm ittee accept the amend- 
ment, and that the chairman be authorized to place it before the 
Speaker’s table, and agree to each and every one of the amendments. 

Mr. Arenps. All in favor of the amendment will signify by 
saying aye? 

(Many ayes.) 

Mr. Arenps. Hearing no objection on the motion of the gentleman 
from Georgia, and the Chair has none, the motion is carried. 

All right, the committee will pass to further business. 


H. R. 9065 


The next bill we have to consider is H. R. 9005 (Rept. No. 1638) 
which is an act to continue the effectiveness of the act of July 17, 1953 
(67 Stat. 177). 

Mr. Ketiener. The House passed the bill on June 22, 1954, under 
the so-called expediting production authority. 

In the House version of the bill it stated: 
that the provisions of the act of July 17, 1953 (67 Stat. 177), as amended below, 
shall remain in full foree and effect until 6 months after the termination of the 
national emergency proclaimed by the President on December 16, 1950, or until 
such date as may be specified by a concurrent resolution of the Congress or until 
July 1, 1955, whichever is the earliest. 

Mr. Vinson. Is the objective of the bill to get the Government 
out of business? 

Mr. Ketiener. No, sir. During World War II, and up to today, 
the authority which is the subject of this bill has been used to expand 
privately owned and Government-owned plants. 

Mr. Vinson. And we said ‘6 months’’? 

Mr. Keviener. Yes, sir, 6 months after the termination of the 
national emergency proclaimed by the President on December 16, 
1950. 

Mr. Vinson. That’s right, 6 months after December 16, 1950. 

Mr. Keuiener. That emergency is still in existence, Mr. Vinson, 
and it would be 6 months after it terminates. 

Mr. Vinson. It would mean 6 months within which to get the 
Government out of business? 


Mr. Ketiexer. Actually the effect would be to make it somewhat 
shorter. This authority would be only up to July 1, 1955, which 
probably will be prior to the expiration of the emergency, plus 6 
months. They have that period only during which it can be exercised. 

Mr. Bares. That would bring it up next year? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Gentlemen, | move the bill be passed. 

Mr. Arenps. Hearing no objection, it is passed, and we will pro 
ceed to further business. 

All right, we will consider 5. 3458. 

Mr. Ketvener. I have Mr. Shafer’s report, and I’]] read it into the 
record, if | may? 

Mr. Arenps. All right. 

Mr. (reading): 

Mr. Chairman, on June 11, your Subcommittee No. 1 completed aetion on 
S. 3458, a bill to authorize the long-term time charter of tankers by the Seeretary 
of the Navy and for other purposes. After extended subcommittee hearings, it 
is the unanimous opinion of your subcommittee that the tankers should be built 
in the traditional fashion of naval-ship construction through the use of appro- 
priated funds rather than in the manner originally proposed through the pro- 
curement of long-term charters with ownership remaining at all times with the 
charterer. 

It is the subcommittee’s recommendati*n, therefore, that all language after 
the enacting clause of 8. 3458 be stricken and the following language inserted: 

“That the President is hereby authorized to undertake the construction of not 
to exceed 20 tankers. The tankers shall be of approximately 25,000 deadweight 
tons each, shall have a speed of not less than 18 knots, and shall be construeted 
in private shipyards within the continental United States. The construction of 
the tankers shall be, so far as practicable, of materials and equipment produced 
or manufactured. in the United States. 

“Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated not to execed 
$150,000,000 for the construction of the foregoing vessels.”’ 

Change the title to read: ‘A bill to authorize the construction of tankers”’. 

Mr. Chairman, I move the favorable consideration of S. 3458, as amended. 

Mr. Devereux. There is no stipulation in there that these vessels 
should be along commercial lines rather than along normal fleet lines. 

Mr. Kevvener. They are in almost every respect along commercial 
lines, Mr. Devereux. The only difference is the high speed of 18 
knots, but Admiral Denebrink testified the last day that there can 
be some operational changes made in the machinery to bring the 
speed down to a lower and more conomical speed equivalent to that 
which would be used in the commercial tanker trade, 

Mr. Devereux. That is not the point to which | make reference, 
Mr. Kelleher. 

You will remember in the hearings it was brought out very definitely 
by the shipbuilders that if we build these vessels according to naval 
specifications, which are very rigid, they would cost more. 

Mr. Ke_iener. We took testimony after that time, and Admirals 
Denebrink and Leggett testified that they would not cost more, but 
rather that they could build them for exactly the same price. 

Mr. Devereux. Do you mean to say they can build them in accord- 
ance with these rigid Navy specifications at the same price for the 
construction of the ordinary commercial tanker? 

Mr. Ke.tiener. No, sir; but these tankers, regardless of where 
built would have the same characteristics in any event, whether under 
the specification of the charter plan or under the Government plan. 
In either event each will cost $7.5 million. They said they could see 
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no reason why a tanker would cost any more if built under the direct 
construction plan. 

Mr. Vinson. The testimony was that it would be cheaper and 
sooner. 

Mr. Bates. Mr. Chairman? 

Mr. ArENps. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bares. On that point I think it might be true the Government 
— be able to build them sooner, but it certainly could not do it 
cheaper. 

It is obvious, if the Government is going to build them themselves 
what they are going to do is spread them throughout the United 
States among their plants that can build them. Obviously, when 
you're going to build a ship here and another ship there it is going 
to be much more expensive than if you just covered the matter in 1 
or 2 yards. 

Mr. Vinson. One of the purposes of this bill is to stimulate the 
shipbuilding industry, and what’s going on in my mind is that a great 
many yards wouldn’t have anything at all out of this bill, and I am 
of the opinion one yard could build all of them, and therefore, the more 
you put in one yard, why, the cheaper the price would be, but that 
would certainly eliminate the idea of helping the shipbuilding industry 
down in other areas of the country. 

Mr. Bares. I am glad the gentleman from Georgia agrees with me 
that it would be cheaper doing it the other way. 

Mr. Vinson. In spite of the fact one of the main objectives of this 
bill is to prime the pump and spread business all over the country 
and to help the shipbuilding industry. 

Mr. Barezs. I disagree with the gentleman’s former statement that 
it would be cheaper to do it the other way. 

Mr. Gavin. Mr. Vinson thinks it should be spread around through- 
out the country. 

Mr. Bates. Tean't agree with you, Mr. Gavin, but if you will read 
the record you will find that I agree with the gentleman from Goergia, 
but my point is that there is a lack of assurance that any ship will be 
built under this particular bill. 

We know of several places today throughout the — where 
money is available now, and the people are interested in building 
ships, and if we pass this bill which requires an appropriation by the 
Appropriations Committees of both Houses, I doubt if any ship would 
be Ge t this year, and if no ships are built this year I don’t know what 
is mate happen in the United States. 

Mr. tnson. I think the leadership of the House is conscious of 
the fact that the shipbuilding industry needs aid and assistance, 
and after we get this bill passed, authorization for the money could be 
included in the bill to come up before we adjourn. 

Now, you have just as much assurance we are going to meet our 
responsibilities on this bill as you have on any other bill needing 
appropriations. 

r. Bares. That is correct, but if the bill were introduced in the 
Senate there would be no need of going through the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Now, if we are going to try to help the shipbuilding industry, then, 
we are going to have to get ships built right now. 

Mr. Witson. It is so different from the bill we are considering it’s 
almost entirely foreign to the Senate’s idea. Also, it means we are 
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going to have to go back to the Senate to sell them what we are 
sponsoring. 

Mr. Vinson. All right. It is not a new idea by any means, but it 
is something that has been going on since the beginning of time. 
The Government owns the ships, not amortizing them over a period 
of years. That’s the reason we have two bodies in the legislature. 

Mr. Wiuson. Well, I am concerned witb getting some of these 
ships built. 

Mr. Barss. This is tremendously important to the shipbuilding 
industry, gentlemen, and something must be done, and done this 
year. 

Mr. Vinson. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Bares. Yes, and, now, to complicate this thing by putting a 
new bill through this committee at this late hour is 

Mr. Vinson. I want it understood, Mr. Chairman, I am just as 
vitally interested and anxious to build these tankers as any of the 
other gentlemen, for two reasons, one to help and keep up and maintain 
the private yards, and the other is to have a good, strong Govern- 
ment, and if we pass this bill I feel confident that the ) Asean 
of the House will see to it that it gets on the calendar, and get it the 
necessary appropriation, and we will pass the necessary appropriation, 
and when we spend $150 million it will be the Government owning the 
ships instead of spending the $300 million and paying for them with 
an amortization plan over a period of years. 

Mr. AreNpbs. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. Rivers. We couldn’t get a report out of the Department, and 
couldn’t get the administration to favor it. 

We had hearings on this thing and the former Chief of the Military 
Transport Service, and I think Mr. Bates was on the subecommittee— 
and, I think the main objective is that this will give us a statute on 
something we can have during wartime as well as stimulating the ship- 
building industry. We have got to get out and pass the necessary 
legislation to place the construction of these ships in private industry. 

Now, when they have constructed them, and we have title to them 
that is as far as we should go. We should forthwith get this appro- 
priation and get down to business. 

Mr. Bares. Will the gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. Rivers. I am not through vet. 

Now, apparently the Merchant Marine Committee has done 
nothing, and that’s why we have had to do something about it. Now, 
when we have stimulated this shipbuilding industry that is as far as 
we need go. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, the gentleman is a little mistaken in two things. 
These tankers will operate from point to point—— 

Mr. Rivers. I meant in time of war 

Mr. Vinson. Now, the Merchant Marine Committee acted on 
their bill the other day, passed their bill the other day, one by which 
this bill would operate in the trade, but in which it would put the title 
in the Government which is entirely in conflict with 

Mr. Rivers. Well, our prime responsibility is not necessarily to 
take care of the shipbuilding industry, but we do recognize the need 
to keep private shipbuilding industry in a healthy condition. 

Mr. Barns. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Rivers. Sure, Til yield. 
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Mr. Arenps. Mr. Bates. 

Mr. Bares. Of course, the bill which passed the Senate, in that bill 
there is no departure from what we are doing even at the moment 
which provides for a 10-year lease. Even today we have long-term 
leases identical with the Senate bill. 

Mr. Vinson. Yes; we are leasing other peoples’ property but that 
doesn’t mean that we can pay such prices which will amortize the cost 
of the tankers 

Mr. Bares. It doesn’t create any precedent, gentlemen. At the 
moment we have 5-year leases which we extend into 10-year periods, 
and which is identical with the other bill. The only thing I want is 
ships which are needed for the fleet. 

Mr. Vinson. If Mr. Arends, one of the leaders of the majority, will 
put his shoulders to the wheel, we will get this bill passed next week 
and it will, then, be put in the appropriations bill, and we will get 
ships and the Government will own the vessels, and it will be operated 
by the MSTS with the merchant seamen. 

Mr. Witson. What is the administration’s recommendation on the 
bill? What is the Navy Department bill? 

Mr. Rivers. I can tell you about the Navy Department’s position 
on all matters: They are against anything they didn’t think of first. 

Mr. Mitxer. Gentlemen, I believe the evidence before this com- 
mittee shows clearly another thing that has been brought into light, 
namely, the ability and readiness of the Navy to construct these ships, 
and to construct them at no more than private industry would con- 
struct them. 

That being true I think it is not too late to correct a major mistake 
in the proposed bill, and I wish to state that I think it is a major mis- 
take to have the taxpayers pay for these ships for the benefit of some- 
one else. 

I wish to say this, too, that on the west coast from the north to the 
south all the Navy shipyards are interested in having opportunities to 
keep their shipbuilding personnel in those Navy shipyards busy, and 
with these ships being built in various Navy shipyards of the Nation, 
throughout the Nation, will give these folks on the west coast as well 
as the other shipyards on the east coast something they need to main- 
tain their personnel. 

Mr. Arenpbs. That is right. 

Mr. Mituier. I don’t overlook the fact that private shipyards do 
need a boost, but it is not important—that is, it is not important 
enough in my judgment that we do that in order to establish a policy 
which I believe is inconsistent with the best interests of the taxpayers 
of the country. 

I think the Navy should build the ships and that the Navy should 
own them. 

Mr. Bennett. I have been listening very carefully throughout this 
conversation about private enterprise but I fail to find very much 
enthusiasm about it shown by members of the shipbuilding industry— 
as a matter of fact, the fellows who were here, you will remember, when 
asked if they would be interested in this bill at all if we made any 
provision as to transferring their vessels to foreign registry, right then 
it seemed like rats leaving a sinking ship, and practically nobody 
indicated any interest in the bill at that time, and when you eliminate 
that aspect there was very little testimony to indicate any interest 
in the Saltonstall bill. 
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Mr. Gavin. It says here— 


such construction to be, so far as practicable, of materials and equipment pro- 
duced or manufactured in the United States and shall be awarded on a competi- 
tive basis to the lowest responsible bidder, who can and will construct the said 
tankers within the period of 2 years as specified— 

and in view of where it says, “low bidder,” that means the low bidder 
would get the whole 20 ships, and how are vou going to distribute it 
around among all the others 

Mr. Vinson. We struck out all of that by putting in the substitute 
bill and, of course, we are going in conference now on this bill which 
permits negotiated contracts, and the law is now in naval construc- 
tion, it is 50-50 industrial and navy vards, and the only way in the 
world you are going to give the industry a fair break is to let one 
yard have a ship or two, and let another yard have a ship or two, 
put, if you follow the Saltonstall bill, why, one shipyard is going to 
build every one of them, and my object is to permit these little vards 
to have some of them. 

Mr. Rivers. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Vinson. Yes. 

Mr. Rivers. We don’t care where they are built—just so long as 
they are built in South Carolina. 

Mr. Gavin. We are interested in giving these facilities work and 
keeping them working so that in the event we do get into any emer- 
gency we will have the facilities to turn out ships. 

Now, the gentleman from Boston—— 

Mr. AreNbs. Salem 

Mr. Gavin. Salem—I am of the opinion he thinks they should 
all go up to the Quiney Yards. 

Mr. Bares. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Gavin. No; I'll not yield. 

The gentleman from Georgia is right. All these facilities should 
be kept alerted and these ships should be distributed to all of the 
yards that are qualified to build them on a reasonable basis so, there- 
fore, I can’t agree with the gentleman from Massachusetts that they 
all should be placed in one particular vard. 

Mr. Bares. The gentleman from Massachusetts never stated that. 
He merely said it would be cheaper if that were done. 

Mr. Gavin. The inference is there. 

Mr. Bares. The only point I am trying to make is that if we want 
the ships built this vear, and I know that is what we want, | don’t 
think under this bill it will be done. 

Mr. Gavin. Therefore, if you want ships built this year——— 

Mr. Bares. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Gavin. No; I don’t yield—therefore, we have all these yards 
available and by spreading them around you would get ships faster 
if they were distributed around, rather than having one yard try to 
build twenty ships. 

Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, I move the committee approve bill 
S. 3458, as amended. 

Mr. ArENDs. Would you read that amendment, please? 

Mr. Kevvener. Strike out all after the enacting clause, and insert 
this language: 


That the President is hereby authorized to undertake the construction of not to 
exceed 20 tankers. The tankers shall be of approximately 25,000 deadweight 
tons each, shall have a speed of not less than 18 knots, and shall be constructed 
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in private shipyards within the continental United States. The construction of 
the tankers shall be, so far as practicable, of materials and equipment produced 
or manufactured in the United States. 

Sec. 2. There is hereby authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $150,000,- 
000 for the construction of the foregoing vessels. 

Change the title to read: ‘A bill to authorize the construction of tankers’’. 

Mr. Arenps. The question is before the subcommittee on the 
motion of the gentleman from Georgia. 

AJl in favor signify by saying “‘aye.”’ 

(Many ayes.) 

Mr. Arenps. To the contrary, “nay.” 

(No response.) 

Mr. Arenps. The ayes have it, and the bill is approved. 

Mr. Vinson. Thank you. Now, I specifically suggest, then, 
let’s get this bill before the Appropriations Committee, and, then, 
let’s get the money and build these ships. , 

Mr. Arenps. All right. We will proceed to further business. 


S. 3539 


We now have before us for consideration S. 3539, to amend the 
Career Compensation Act to provide for reenlistment bonuses, and 
which is before the full committee for consideration this morning. 

The purpose of 8. 3539 is to revise upward the scale for computing 
reenlistment bonuses paid under the Career Compensation Act. 
Under the proposed legislation, payments will be based not only 
upon the number of years for which a person reenlists, but also upon 
the grade in which an enlisted member is serving at the time his 
enlistment expires preceding his new reenlistment. 

Likewise, since the “first reenlistment” rates are the lowest of all 
reenlistments, the amounts paid for reenlistments are greater for the 
first reenlistment and become progressively less for the second, third, 
and fourth reenlistments. 

At present an individual who reenlists for a period of 2 years 
receives a bonus of $40; for 3 vears, $90; for 4 vears, $160; for 5 vears, 
$250; and for 6 vears, $360. These payments are made regardless of 
grade and regardless of whether or not it is a second, third, or fourth 
reenlistment. There is a present maximum bonus of $1,440 to any 
one individual. 

Under the proposed legislation a person who, upon completing his 
first enlistment, reenlists for 2 to 6 years would receive 30 days’ basic 
pay of his grade, times the number of years for which he reenlists, 
except that an E-1 (that is, the lowest enlisted grade) would only 
receive two-thirds of a month’s basic bay times the number of years 
for which he reenlists. Obviously, an individual who has not ad- 
vanced beyond the grade of E-1 in his first enlistment has not satis- 
factorily progressed in the Armed Forces, at least to the extent of 
entitlement to a higher reenlistment bonus. Upon the second re- 
enlistment, individuals receive 20 days’ basic pay times the number 
of years of the reenlistment except that in this case no bonus is paid 
to individuals in the grades E-1 or E-2—the 2 lowest enlisted grades. 
The third reenlistment entitles an individual to 10 days’ basic pay 
times the number of years for which he reenlists, except that no bonus 
is paid to an individual who is an E-3, E-2, or E-1. The fourth and 
subsequent reenlistment entitles an individual to 5 days’ basie pay 
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times the number of years of the reenlistment contract except that 
no bonus is paid to E-3’s, E-2’s, or E-1’s._ The basic pay, of course, 
is determined by the grade in which serving at the time the present 
enlistment expires. The maximum amount of reenlistment bonuses 
to which an individual is entitled is $2,000, under the proposed legis- 
lation, an increase of $560 over the present limitation. 

No reenlistment bonus accrues after the completion of 20 years of 
service, notwithstanding the maximum bonus allowance. In other 
words, an individual who reenlists in his 18th year for the 4th time 
will only be paid 2 years’ reenlistment bonus since all service beyond 
20 years is noncreditable. 

he new reenlistment bonus will not be applicable to anyone who is 
discharged more than 90 days preceding the date of enactment of the 
proposed legislation, and likewise will not be applicable to anyone who 
reenlists prior to the enactment of the proposed legislation. 

The estimated annual cost is approximately $67,921,598 for fiscal 
year 1955. 

The justification for the proposed legislation is to be found in the 
seriously declining reenlistment rates prevalent among all the services. 
It is estimated that a 5-percent increase in reenlistment rates would 
save the Government approximately $82 million in replacement costs. 
Thus, if the proposed legislation results in a 5 percent increase in re- 
enlistment rates it will more than offset the annual cost of the pro- 
posed legislation. 

The first witness is Mr. John Hoeppel, publisher of National De- 
fense, of Arcadia, Calif. 

Mr. Hoeppel, you may be seated if you like. 

Mr. Hoepret. My name is John H. Hoeppel. 

I am a former Member of Congress. I retired as an enlisted man 
from the United States Army, and since 1928 I have been printing the 
periodical called National Defense for and in the interests of officers 
and men retired from the Army, and also I do everything possible for 
and on behalf of the active services. 

I enlisted in the United States Army 56 years ago and served to 
retirement, and | have been in close touch with everything pertaining 
to the military since 1898. 

I came here for the purpose of asking this bill be amended to include 
those of us in the regular service who were offered incentives to re- 
enlist through the giving to us of double-time allowances for retire- 
ment. 

This present bill proposes cash payments. Now, I am partially in 
favor of this bill, but I hope [ will have ample opportunity to present 
to this honorable committee my views based on 56 years of service 
as an enlisted man which I am sure, if adopted by this committee, 
will save the taxpayers millions of dollars and at the same time stimu- 
late enlistments. 

Before I proceed, however, I'd like to read a letter from Hon. 
Harold C. Hagen, the author of one of the bills which I should like to 
introduce as an amendment: 

Honorable Chairman and members of the committee, as the author of H. R. 
2714, I hereby submit an amendment which embodies the principal features of 


H. R. 2714, with an added provision to pay widows of retired enlisted men any 
amounts which may be found due them in the event my proposed amendment 


is accepted. 
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Inasmuch as I am unable to attend the committee hearing and to present other 
additional facts in support of my proposal, I would deeply appreciate it if you 
would give Mr. John H. Hoeppei, of National Defense, and a former Member of 
Congress, an opportunity to fully describe the various discriminations and in- 
justices which retired enlisted men of long service have been subject to contrary 
to express stipulations of law, such as Mr. Hoeppel is prepared to submit to your 
committee. 

; Regretting my inability to be present and thanking you for your consideration, 
am, 
Sincerely yours, 
Haroup C, Haaen, 
Member of Congress 


AMENDMENT TO H., R. 9377 


Page 5, immediately after line 13, insert: 

“Sec. 3. (a) The proviso in section 202 (d) of the Career Compensation Act of 
1949 is amended by striking out ‘That’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘That, effective 
as of July 1, 1942,’. 

“(b) Retired pay shall accrue by reason of the enactment of this section to any 
retired warrant officer and enlisted man only for the period beginning July 1, 1942, 
and ending June 30, 1946; shall be computed according to the rates of pay provided 
for enlisted men during that period; and shall be paid in a lump sum by the See- 
retary of the Army or the Secretary of the Navy, as the case may be, t» such 
retired enlisted man, or in case of his death, to his widow if he left one, but to no 
other person.” 


Mr. Vinson. Mr. Chairman, if I may interrupt, what are you talk- 
ing about, Mr. Hoeppel? 

Mr. Hoxppr. This is predicated upon reenlistments. It was our 
double time 1898 bonus, and this bill proposes a cash bonus. It’s the 
same thing. 

Now I have another letter from Mr. Hale Boggs, a Member of Con- 
gress from the Second District of Louisiana in which he says: 


GENTLEMEN: I am writing to register my approval toward the incorporation 
of the provisions of H. R. 2714 into the present pending bonus reenlistment bill. 

It has been shown to me that in the act approved September 30, 1890, as 
amended (copy attached herewith), that enlisted men were to be paid 75 percent 
of the pay and 75 percent of his allowances of the rank upon which they are 
retired. Inasmuch as the act of June 16, 1942, reduced the retired pay of all 
retired enlisted men from 75 percent of the pay of the rank to approximately 
65 percent of the pay of the rank, this bill, H. R. 2714, is being presented so that 
these retired enlisted men may receive the difference in pay which was arbitrarily 
taken from them in the act of June 16, 1942. 

Not only does this specific statute (attached) show that these men should 
receive 75 percent of the rank at which they retired, but I here present a booklet 
issued by the War Department in 1913 which was distributed to enlisted men as 
they enlisted and which guaranteed them 75 percent of the pay of the rank on 
the retired list. 

H. R. 2714 would rectify this breakage of contract, which contract was broken 
after it had been in operation and men had been receiving 75 percent of the pay 
of the rank for a period of 40 or 50 years. Had the soldier broken his side of the 
contract to desert he would have gone to jail. Yet in this instance the Government 
broke its side of the contract and the men accordingly lost part of their pay which 
this bill, H. R. 2714, would restore. 

Your favorable consideration of this legislation will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 
Hate Bocas, Member of Congress. 


CHAPTER 1125 


AN ACT to amend chapter sixty-seven, volume twenty-third of the Statutes at Large of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That chapter sixty-seven of volume twenty-three 
of the Statutes at Large of the United States, being an act entitled “‘An act to 
authorize a retired list for privates and noncommissioned officers of the United 
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States Army, who have served as such for a period of thirty years or upward,” 
approved February fourteenth, eighteen hundred and eighty-five, be amended so 
as to read as follows: 

“That when an enlisted man has served as such thirty years in the United States 
Army or Marine Corps, either as private or noncommissioned officer, or both, 
he shall by application to the President be placed on the retired list hereby created, 
with the rank held by him at the date of retirement, and he shall receive thereafter 
seventy-five per centum of the pay and allowances of the rank upon which he was 
retired: Provided, That said enlisted man had war service with the Army in the 
field, or in the Navy or Marine Corps in active service, either as volunteer or 
regular, during the war of the rebellion, such war service shall be computed as 
double time in computing the thirty years necessary to entitle him to be retired.” 

Approved, September 30, 1890. 

We received 75 percent of pay of our rank from 1885 until 1942. In 
other words, 57 years after this bill was enacted and up to 50 years 
afterward some of the men have been receiving it, and then the retired 
pay was reduced in 1942 from 75 to 65 percent, and their allowances 
were entirely taken away from them. 

I am not proposing that they receive retroactive pay in this instance, 
but I hope the honorable members of this committee will consider the 
fact that under law we were promised this, and that law today is still 
in existence, and has never been repealed. I confirmed that fact this 
morning from the Judiciary Committee. It is still on the statute 
books of the United States, so that this proposal which I am submitting 
in the proposed amendment merely validates what is already law. 

Mr. Rivers. May I interrupt? Therefore, you were denied your 
statutory benefits by what provisions, the provisions of some appro- 
priation bill? 

Mr. Horpre-. I was denied thes? statutory benefits under the pro- 
visions of a public law dated June 16, 1942, the readjustment pay bill. 

Mr. Rivers. It did supersede that old statute, did it not? 

Mr. Horppe-. It did, as | understand, in part only, but the old 
statute was never repealed. 

Mr. BLanprorp. Plus a substantial increase in pay, Mr. Rivers. 

Mr. Rivers. Therefore, if we accede to your request we will pick 
you up from what date? 

Mr. Horepret. From June 1, 1942, to June 30, 1946. 

Mr. Rivers. How much would that cost? 

Mr. BLanprorp. It would cost approximately $3,500,000, and 
would require an examination of 75,000 records. That is according 
to the data given me by the Department. 

Mr. ArENDs. Does that complete your statement, sir? 

Mr. Hoeprex. Oh, no, I have a lot more to say, because I am 
speaking for the taxpayers. 

Mr. ArENDs. Well, we are trying to move on as expeditiously as 
possible. 

Mr. Hoeppet. I'd like to show you a book issued to us making an 
appeal to us to reenlist and here’s the book with very glowing pic- 
tures in it, which confirms the fact that if we reenlisted we would 
receive 75 percent of our pay of the rank, which book was issued by 
the War Department in 1913. 

One of my friends sent me a letter about the controversy taking 
place here in Washington as to whether or not the Government is 
authorized to break a contract, which letter was on the subject of 
Alger Hiss, whether or not the Government could break its con- 
tract and take from him his Government retired pay, and if the Gov- 
ernment can’t break a contract against a man convicted of what I'd 
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call—convicted of treason how, then, could the Government break a 
contract with its men who served honorably and bravely, and men 
who served outstandingly as some of them did, and I say when the 
Government took this pay away from us it was a rank injustice. 

Mr. Rivers. How many of them are left today, alive? 

Mr. Horpre.. Living today I’d say there are only 1,500 or 1,700 
men, 

Mr. Hfépert. How many? 

Mr. Horeprpe.. Not over fifteen hundred remaining alive today, I 
should have said. 

Mr. Rivers. Then, as Mr. Blandford informed us, the Pentagon 
states it would require the examination of 75,000 records. 

Is that a true statement or not? 

Mr. Hoepret. If that is a true statement, then, they have muddled 
their records because they furnished me records showing the men of 
30 years’ service and if they have been so stupid as to mix the records 
of men who served 30 years with other men serving 6 months, and 
what-have-you, it shows rank ignorance, and I just doubt that 
statement. 

Now, as proof of the fact that our men are passing on, you gentle- 
men can realize that men who were able bodied to serve in the 
Philippines must be old men now. 

I believe I am one of the youngest of the old retired regulars. 

I should like to read this letter which I received from Mr. Charles 
Murphy. I was in the Signal Corps, and I was on the Alaskan cable 
system. I wrote him a letter and I said, “Charlie, write a letter to 
your Congressman and ask him to help get this legislation through,”’ 
and so forth, and his letter reads: 

Dear John: I had a light stroke about 3 months ago and am able to get 
around a little, but can’t walk more than a few blocks and no uphills. 

I do not feel well enough to do anything toward the caus? you have so many 
years been struggling for. Patton is in about the same condition. He just 
pulled through a severe heart attack. I phoned him your letter. 

Will try to phone Sherlock tonight. He is O. K. and working at the university 
bank. Will mail your letter to Rese who I understand is in about the same 
condition as Pat and myself. 

Harry Simmons is the only other of the old Signal Corps left. 

Thomas M. Pelly is Congressman from Seattle First District. Don Magnuson 
is Congressman at large, for the State of Washington. Jack Westland is repre- 
sentative from Sherlock’s district. E. L. Bartlett is delegate from Alaska and is 
on the House Armed Services Committee. 

Kindest personal regards to both of you. 

CHARLES Murpuy. 

So, gentlemen, out of the 1,500 remaining I doubt if any of them 
are able-bodied, and before I go any further I want to make a state- 
ment in reference to the old regulars to show you their service, and 
in order that you gentlemen may see the justice of our appeal. 

The old regular is a vanishing American. Here, in the Philippines 
in February of 1899 the insurrection broke out, the Aguinaldo Insur- 
rection broke out. 

All of the volunteers present were entitled to go home, and they 
didn’t have to remain and fight, because their period had expired 
due to the fact that they had enlisted only for the period of the 
Spanish-American War. 

What happened? 

To show you the high caliber of these men, their company com- 
manders lined them up and said, ‘We haven’t enough regulars to 
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combat this insurrection. You are entitled to go home. Now, what 
will you 

They all reenlisted and stayed there. 

Here is a facsimile of a special Act of Congress in commendation 
for their outstanding service and, vet, many of these men today are 
down and out, and they are not in good shape financially or physically 
as I have previously told you, and this one proposal, H. R. 2714, 
which I propose, would give to them the 49 months’ pay which was 
unjustly and illegally taken from them—— 

Mr. BLanprorp. May I interrupt to summarize the situation, and 
Mr. Hoeppel you may correct me if I’m wrong: 

The Pay Readjustment Act of 1942 did not allow these retired 
enlisted men to receive full maximum longevity credit for their 
double time. 

In other words, they were not deprived of their other service for 
computing their retired pay. . 

But, let’s take an example of a man who spent 4 years in the Philip- 
pines, when he completed 26 vears’ service, because of his service in 
the Philippines between 1898 and 1912 they allowed him to retire 
after 26 vears’ service as though he had had 30 vears’ service, 30 years 
of actual service because he had servec 4 vears in that area, the Philip- 
pines. 

As a result, a master sergeant was allowed to compute his retired 
pay on the basis of 75 percent, which was for 30 vears, but only on 
the basis of a master sergeant for 26 vears. 

That is the point Mr. Hoeppel is making, and in 1946 when we 
passed the Pay Act of 1946 they were allowed to get maximum pay in 
the grade they retired, which meant that they got the full longevity 
credit. 

In 1949 we continued it, so that today they are receiving it. 

In addition, in 1942 these individuals all received a substantial in- 
crease in pay, but they took away the allowances on the theory that 
the pay increase more than compensated for the allowances. 

Mr. Hoeppel’s point is that these individuals lost from 4 to 6 years’ 
longevity credit. 

The total cost, according to the Department of Defense, who sub- 
mitted a report on the matter, stated that it would be $3,950,000 and 
would require an investigation of some 75,000 names. 

Does that summarize it fairly, Mr. Hoeppel? 

Mr. Horrre.t. When was that report dated? 

Mr. BLanprorp. The report is dated August 1, 1953. 

Mr. Horpre.. | assume that at least a thousand men and their 
widows have died since that period, and they are dying every day. 

Mr. Vinson. In view of what the witness said, and counsel's sum- 
marization of it before the committee I am satisfied we can give con- 
sideration to what is running through Mr. Hoeppel’s mind when we 
come down to taking this bill up section by section, and take care of it. 

Mr. Brianprorp. | might also summarize Mr. Hoeppel’s other 
point, if I may, to save time. 

We have also a problem dealing with retired individuals in this 
connection: 

There are some individuals who served as commissioned officers in 
World War I, retired as enlisted men with double-time credit and then 
the Congress at a later date advanced them to the grade of officer, 
but paid them as warrant officers. 
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They were allowed to compute their pay on the basis of double-time 
credit. Then, in the Career Compensation Act we thought we had 
granted them double time, but the Comptroller ruled it out, and dis- 
approved it, and as a result some of these individuals whom Congress 
had authorized to be advanced to the rank of captains and first 
lieutenants on the retired list had to take their choice of continuing 
to draw their retired pay on the basis of the old warrant officer rank, 
or, they could compute their retired pay on the basis of officer, but 
could not in that event compute double time. 

Now, Mr. Kilday introduced a bill giving these people double 
time for credit for that very purpose, eb Mr. Kilday, who is known 
as the author of the Career Compensation Act, feels there is justifica- 
tion for it. It doesn’t have anything to do with reenlistment bonus, 
but it certainly is a justifiable complaint. 

Mr. Vinson. I believe we can assure Mr. Hoeppel that what he 
has had to say: will receive full and careful consideration when we 
take up the bill. 

Mr. Horpreu. I’m sorry, Mr. Vinson. I didn’t hear that. What 
was that statement? 

Mr. Vinson. The committee has your viewpoints and also the 
statement made by Mr. Blandford, and when we come to consider 
this bill we will take into consideration what you have had to say 
with regard to it, so that the committee will have the viewpoint of 

ours, and you can rest assured as far as I am concerned we will look 
into your viewpoints most carefully. 

Mr. Arenps. We thank you for your testimony, Mr. Hoeppel. 

Mr. Horrrer. Well, I am not through as yet, Mr. Chairman. I 
have not been given my opportunity to testify with regard to the 
reenlistment bill. That’s why I’m here. I want to do everything I 
know of to get these men to reenlist. I am speaking from the stand- 
point of a man with 56 years’ experience who constantly is contacting 
these enlisted men. 

Mr. Argenps. Then, I suggest vou get right down to the point of 
the reenlistment bill. We will grant you an additional 5 minutes. 

Mr. Hoerpen. Well, 5 minutes, Mr. Chairman, is quite short in 
comparison with saving millions of dollars and helping the uniformed 
services. 

Mr. Arenps. I remember when you were on the floor of the House 
you used to be able to say lot of things in 5 minutes. 

Mr. Hoerrst. Before I proceed further I’d like to get permission 
of the committee to introduce into the record a statement from the 
General Staff about the services of the old Regulars in World War I. 

Mr. ArEeNnbs. Without objection, it will be done. 

(The statement, entitled ‘Thank God for the Regulars,” follows:) 


(Editorial, New York Sun, May 20, 1919] 
THANK Gop FOR THE REGULARS 
According to the statistics prepared by the General Staff as of May 10 the 


seven divisions of Regular Army troops engaged in the fighting in France sustained 
losses as follows: 


Division Battle 


| 

deaths | 
4, 204 | 19, 141 | 151 
3, 102 | 15, 052 314 
2, 587 | 11, 596 | 70 
14, 619 | 76, 416 | 812 


The totals of battle deaths, wounded, and prisoners for the whole army in 
France as given by the same authority are: 


4, 434 


From these figures it appears that the seven divisions of Regulars lost 16,619 
of the 48,909 men killed in action or who died from wounds received in action, or 
approximately 34 percent; 76,416 of the 237,135 wounded, or approximately 33 
percent; and thet from their ranks came 812 of 4,434 Americans captured by the 
German armies, or approximately L8 percent. 

The number of prisoners taken by the enemy from these seven divisions of 
Regular troops amounted to approximately nine-tenths of 1 percent of the number 
of the men lost by them through bettle deaths and wounds. The number of 
prisoners taken by the enemy from the American Expeditionary Forces emounted 
to approximately 1.5 percent of the number lost through battle deaths and 
wounds. 

Local pride and local interest do not unite to record and celebrate the Regulars. 
In their ranks volunteers and drafted men fought side by side. Not all their 
officers were West Pointers. or men of long military training. It would be idle 
to compare the record of their divisions with the records made by other divisions. 
But their record is worth examining, and when it has been examined we believe 
every American, withdrawing nothing from his respect and affection for the Army 
units identified with his own home, will exclaim, ‘‘Thank God for the Regulars.” 


Mr. Horppet. I’d also like to introduce in the record another 
thing of special interest to the committee. 

The War Department has continuously reported these bills of ours 
providing for longevity pay of double time as discriminatory to 
enlisted men. Now, to me there’s not one word of truth in it, and 
former:Secretary of War Patterson made a statement to this com- 
mittee that our proposal to provide for longevity pay for enlisted 
men is not discriminatory to any group, and you will find a printed 
report of it in Senate Report No. 925, Calendar No. 938, of the 78th 
Congress. 

I will now address myself to the point of the bonus reenlistment 
bill you are proposing—in the meantime I wonder if Mr. Blandford 
would verify this—I have here H. R. 9377 which I imagine is the 
same bill as S. 3539. Am I correct? 

Mr. Buianprorp. It is practically the same, but there are some 
typographical errors in it. 

Mr. Horepper. You are proposing to deal with the effect and not 
with the cause. 

I will go along with you part of the way, but because of conditions 
we cannot remove and cause completely, but I’d like to have the 
time to discuss it, but apparently I cannot, but I do not believe this 
committee is acting in the interests of the taxpayers so long as they 
continue to pay a bonus to men of high rank and also pay a bonus 
for more than a second or third enlistment period. I went through 
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all of that category in my service with the Regular Army, and you 
couldn’t have driven us out of the Army and the Navy. I personally 
have talked to and got many boys to reenlist—as a matter of fact, 
my next door neighbor, he now has 9 years in service, and you couldn’t 
get him out of the service, and——— 

Mr. BLanprorp. That is exactly the way this bill is written, at 
the end of a first enlistment you get the maximum amount, and 
decrease the amount as you proceed, and after 20 years, no matter 
what the bonus is, you get nothing which, Mr. Chairman, is exactly 
what he is talking about, that the more vested interest you have, 
the less incentive. The great bulk of the people who don’t reenlist 
don’t reenlist after the first enlistment. That is why we are losing 
money, but after a man has served his first enlistment, as this bill is 
set up, then, he has a vested interest in reenlistment. 

Mr. Hoepre.. I’d say after a man has 6 or 9 years’ service, and 
then has only 11 years before retirement why give him any further 
incentive and pay him cash money when you know that in 99 per- 
cent of the cases vou couldn’t drive them out of the service. 

Mr. BLuanprorp. The figures don’t show it. 

Mr. Hoeprev. Here’s figures showing 48,661 men of the first grade 
drawing big pay, and 82,560 men of the next grade. ‘These 82,560 
men are awaiting promotion to go forward. But, they are estopped 
for promotion because these men of higher grades are holding them 
back, and the lower grade men are going out of the service because 
there is that stoppage also ahead of them. 

When I came to Washington I spoke to every enlisted man I could 
find, and I also spoke to petty officers of the Navy, and one of them 
told me, he said, “I have 9 years in,” and I said, “You are going to 
reenlist, aren’t you?” 

Now, of course, they warm right up when I tell them I’m a retired 
enlisted man, and he said, ‘““‘What incentive is there for me to reenlist?”’ 
He also said, ‘“There are 14,000 chief petty officers in the Navy who 
are drawing good pay and have nice, good, soft jobs, and there are 
16,000 first class petty officers in the Navy today who can’t be pro- 
moted,”’ and that’s why he told me he was quitting. 

He told me that under ordinary procedure at this time it would be 
1963 before he could receive an advance from his present rank, for 
which reason I believe you make a serious mistake if you pay reenlist- 
ment bonus to men of the first grade, especially if he has been in for 
some number of years, and he has been living in fine quarters, quarters 
that cost the Government thousands of dollars——- 

Mr. BLanprorp. May I interrupt you at this point, Mr. Hoeppel, 
to say that I can’t think of a better reason for getting these men to 
reenlist, to give these men some incentive, because, if the committee 
please, if Mr. Hoeppel is correct that there is no possible chance of 
promotion for these people, then, in that event, the only incentive 
that is left is to give reenlistment bonuses. 

This bill is geared to the very situation we face today to interest 
people coming up for their first reenlistment, and if we make the 
incentive big enough they will reenlist. I agree that if a man stays 
in long enough he probably would not need it, but it is a very practical 
solution to a very terrific problem with which we are faced. 

Mr. Wizson. What are the figures for the third enlistment—— 
Mr. Arenps. Mr. Hoeppel, you have consumed 30 minutes. 
Mr. Horpret. Let me have 5 minutes more. 
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That’s the reason for the men of the lower grades. Now, I know 
the Army from start to finish, and you gentlemen are attempting to 
deal with the effects, and you're not going to the cause. 

There’s a reason why these men quit; it’s because—the reasons are 
many why the men quit the service, but following Mr. Blandford’s 
statement, if you cater to these men in the higher grades and give 
them substantial reenlistment bonuses, after 6 years of service you 
are going to stop the lower grade enlisted men from coming back 
into the service, because those high grade men will reenlist and 
reenlist due to the incentives they already have. 

I am in favor of a bonus for at least two enlistments but I don't 
believe in giving it to them continuously while in the service. After, 
say, 9 years in the service if he doesn’t have love enough of the service 
to remain in it, I don’t think he’s worth keeping anyway. 

Mr. Bares. You say you are in favor of it up to three enlistments, 
but no more? 

Mr. Horppet. That is correct, two reenlistments. 

Mr. Bares. Well, under the provisions of this bill when a man has 
reenlisted several times, that’s the end of it. 

Mr. Horpre.. Well, according to this bill I have here he gets it up 
to the fourth enlistment. 

Mr. Bares. Yes; and that is exactly what I recommend. 

Mr. Horpret. Another thing, you are permitting men to extend 
their enlistment for 2 years. That’s a mistake. They should extend 
their enlistments for 3 years. 

Now, I want to save the taxpayers’ money, and I should have more 
time. 

Mr. AreNbs. You can have 2 more minutes. 

Mr. Horprre.. | say you should offer some other incentive instead 
of cash. 

Now, take any civil-service employee, if he’s a Reserve officer he’s 
receiving retirement credit as a Reserve officer, and he is also receiv- 
ing retirement credit as a civil-service man. 

Why not give these men double-time credit for service overseas, for 
all who reenlist after their second enlistment. 

If you give them a cash bonus they are just as liable to go out and 
get drunk, and then they have nothing after a day or so, and after a 
man has been in the service about, we'll say 8 or 10 years if he is 
getting double time for his foreign service, then, there wouldn’t be so 
much difficulty about men wanting to go back and forth overseas all 
the time because he'll say, “I’ve got credit coming to me for this 
foreign service after retirement,”’ and in that way you will save the 
taxpayers a lot of money, and some may quit in the meantime, and 
some may die, and after all the Government would be ahead, and the 
taxpayers will have less to pay. 

I’m sorry, Mr. Chairman, that you are giving me the rush act. | 
came all the way from California, and I have been 5 years trying to 
appear before this committee. 

Mr. Arenps. How much time do you think vou should have? 

Mr. Hoeppet. I'd like to refer back to my own statement in respect 
to this double time matter. I want to show my service and that of 
another fellow—give me 10 minutes 

Mr. ArENpDs. No 
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Mr. Hoepre.. Give me 5 minutes, then. 

Mr. AreNps. I don’t think you would be satisfied with any amount 
of additional time. I’m sorry, Mr. Hoeppel. We have given you 
all the time this morning that we can. 

We have now given you 35 minutes which is pretty good. I’m 
sorry. However, vou have permission to insert in the record anything 
you think is material to the points you are making this morning. 

Mr. Hoepret. I want to thank you and members of the committee. 

Mr. Hésert. Would the committee extend his remarks as though 
he has testified here? 

Mr. Arenps. You may insert in the record anything you want to, 
Mr. Hoeppel. 

Mr. Horpret. Inasmuch as existing conditions in the armed 
services appear to necessitate the granting of inducements for men to 
reenlist through the payment of a cash bonus, the undersigned, with a 
constant experience in the military since 1898 and who was induced 
to reenlist repeatedly under then existing double time credit provisions 
of law, I therefore favor the enactment of the bonus-reenlistment bill 
with recommendations which are shown when I speak directly on the 
proposed cash bonus bills. 

Representing as I have retired personnel of the armed services 
through the publication of National Defense since 1928, I feel con- 
fident to present to the honorable committee a brief outline of how we, 
in 1898 and thereafter, were influenced to enlist and to reenlist through 
double time incentives. 

Historically, veterans of the Civil War were granted double time 
credits for retirement for all service rendered during that period. 
Likewise, in the act of March 3, 1899, all enlisted men of the Navy 
were granted double time credits for service during the Spanish- 
American War. 

Following the conclusion of that war, in the act of May 26, 1900, 
double time credit was extended to retired enlisted men of the Army 
inasmuch as they were the only personnel of our armed services who 
were active on combat and semicombat duty in China and the Philip- 
pines. In the act of March 2, 1907, the enlisted men of all the armed 
services were given equality in retirement for their double time 
service. 

Regulars and volunteers: I submit for the information of the com- 
mittee a reprint which covers the outstanding service of the regulars 
and volunteers of 1898 who served beyond the call of duty to suppress 
the insurrection which arose in the Philippines on February 5, 1899. 
All these volunteers and regulars were entitled to discharge at the 
termination of the war with Spain which was effectuated in October 
1898. As shown from this reprint, when their services were required 
to suppress the Philippine Insurrection, they practically volunteered 
to a man and remained on combat duty in the Philippines for months 
until replacements of new regulars could be sent to relieve them. 

Thank God for the Regulars: In an editorial in the New York Sun 
May 29, 1919, that periodical quotes a report by the General Staff 
giving an eulogistic summary of the battle deaths, wounded, and 
prisoners of the first seven divisions of the Regular Army which served 
in World War I in France. General Liggett, writing in the Saturday 
Evening Post at about that period, likewise eulogized the old Regulars 
for their outstanding heroism and stated, as the other senior officers 
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of that period knew, that the old Regulars (the men for whom we plead) 
were the backbone of our then hastily organized expanded Army. 

Promises to us were broken: My objective in presenting to your 
honorable committee and in requesting your favorable consideration 
to including the provisions of H. R. 2714 and H. R. 1827 within the 
provisions of the bonus-reenlistment bill is predicated upon the fact 
that in the act of June 16, 1942, the Congress repudiated a solemn 
contract and took from all retired enlisted men allowances which were 
promised them for life, provided they would serve 30 years to retire- 
ment. In the same act, Congress changed the method of computing 
pay, as a result of which all men who retired with credit for 30 years’ 
service, including double time, received less pay than enlisted men who 
had no foreign service received for the same 30 years of retirement 
credit. In other words, the men who had hazarded their life and health 
fighting our Nation’s battles abroad had their retired pay reduced 
below that of similar ranking enlisted men who remained safely at 
home and who did not hazard their life or their health in the Tropics, 
swamps, and in combat in the Philippines and in China. 

Congress has always been fair: On 4 different occasions Congress has 
recognized the justice of granting proper longevity pay for double- 
time service and since July 1, 1946, all retired enlisted men who 
retired with credit for 30 years’ service have been receiving fair and 
just longevity pay for their double-time service overseas. The same 
men, however, through the act of June 16, 1942, were estopped from re- 
ceiving proper longevity pay. This injustice would be removed 
through the enactment of H. R. 2714 inasmuch as this bill would give 
to these same retired enlisted men proper longevity pay for the period 
from June 1, 1942, to June 30, 1946, when they were denied this right. 

Widows should be recognized: As perhaps a thousand or more re- 
tired men have died since July 1, 1946, it seems only fair and equitable 
that their widows (not their heirs) be entitled to the same withheld 
longevity pay which H. R. 2714 would provide for the retired enlisted 
men yet living. 

Retired enlisted men penalized for efficiency: Under the provisions 
of Public Law 351, 81st Congress, all retired enlisted men who retired 
from the armed services as enlisted men after 30 years’ service—all 
these outstanding men have been denied proper longevity pay. 
H. R. 1827 introduced oy the Honorable Paul J. Kilday would correct 
this discrimination and would grant to all men who retired as enlisted 
men with credit for 30 years’ service the full 75 percent of the pay of 
their rank which was promised them in the act of March 1885 estab- 
lishing retirement for enlisted men of the armed services. While 
this group has been denied proper longevity pay for the advanced 
officer’s rank bestowed on them under the provisions of Public Law 
351, 8lst Congress, because of the higher rank they held in World 
War I, it is not proposed that this group receive retroactive longevity 
pay but instead we feel it fair and just that the Kilday bill be added 
as an amendment to the boaus-reenlistment bill so that after the 
enactment of this bill, those men who served at higher rank in World 
War I may no longer be discriminated against as now applies. As 
an example, we can point to men who served as majors in combat in 
France who cannot accept the rank and pay of major because they 
are discriminated against because they had commissioned rank be- 
stowed upon them by an act of Congress. Some of these men had to 
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waive entirely their commissioned officer’s stutus and accept the pay 
of an enlisted man at the rank at which they retired. This is dis- 
crimination in the nth degree inasmuch as it penalizes a man of superior 
ability and merit, trustworthiness, and reliability. 

H. R. 1827 is definitely germane to the bonus-reenlistment bill as 
double time credit is entirely due to incentive offered to the enlisted 
men of long ago to enlist and reenlist. 

Official proof of the above statements: Officers of the old Army and 
officers in command today have always been appreciative of the 
service rendered by the Regulars who, aside from this periodical 
National Defense, have no other known agency to fight for their inter- 
est and welfare. We could present a long list of officers, especially 
those in command prior to World War II, who would attest to the 
gratefulness which the Government owes to those of us who served 
as enlisted men in the yester years. We present herewith a letter 
received by an aged and disabled individual, a veteran of two wars 
who again volunteered in World War II, but who because of age or 
infirmity was rejected for service. General Ridgway’s letter to this 
individual follows: 

HEADQUARTERS 82p AIRBORNE DIvIsION, 
OrricE or Diviston COMMANDER, 
Camp Clairborne, La., September 2, 1942. 
To Capt Wavrtsr B. , Arcadia, Calif.: 

DEAR : Any benefits you derived from the brief service in my company 
in my second lieutenant days was fully matched by the good I got from you as 
my first sergeant. 

Every youngster who joined in the days of the old Army probably feels, as I 
do, a debt he will always gratefully acknowledge to the senior noncommissioned 
officers of long service who did so much to guide him in the exercise of his first 
command. 

In view of the foregoing, it is respectfully requested that the chair- 
man and the honorable committee include as part of the bonus- 
reenlistment bill the above two bills, thus removing for all time the 
stigma of discrimination which has been practiced by the Government 
against these men despite the solemn contract of retirement which 
they solemnized in their various enlistments. 

Now, for the information of the committee, I’d like to state in the 
brief which just went into the record, toward the latter part of it I 
wrote hurriedly some suggestions along lines I spoke about here. 
But, I know that if you gentlemen Bay | read that brief, in the latter 
part of it, you will not be so liberal in paying reenlistment bonuses 
to men of higher grades, and instead if you will substitute some 
incentive of, say, double time you won’t have to pay them to reenlist, 
you will not be able to keep them out of the service. 

I want to thank you gentlemen for your kind attention to me. 
If you vote the bonus reenlistment bill as is, why, you are just shovelin 
money from the Treasury into the pockets of men who will only spen 
it in a day or two anyway. 


“We Were THen—Now Wer ArE 


War 
GENERAL DeEporT OF THE DEPARTMENT, 
Vashington, D. C., November 6, 1909. 
Sir: I am directed by the Quartermaster General of the Army to forward by 
registered mail, to the address given below, a bronze medal, No. 4133, which 
was authorized by the act of Congress approved June 29, 1906, to be presented 
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to those men of the volunteers and certain of the regular troops of the Army of 
the Philippines who were enrolled and enlisted for the War with Spain, and who 
served beyond the term of their enlistments to help suppress the Philippine 
Insurrection. 

In a cablegram dated July 1, 1899, to General Otis at Manila, the President of 
the United States conveyed the following expressions of appreciation for the 
military service thus rendered: 

“The President desires to express, in the most public manner, his appreciation 
of the lofty patriotism shown by the volunteers and regulars of the Eighth Army 
Corps, in performing willing service through severe campaigns and battles against 
the insurgents in Luzon, when, under the terms of their enlistments, they would 
have been entitled to discharge upon the ratification of the treaty with Spain. 
This action on their part was noble and heroic. It will stand forth as an example 
of the self-sacrifice and public consecration which have ever characterized the 
American soldier.” 

“In recognition thereof I shall reeommend to Congress that a special medal of 
honor be given to the officers and soldiers of the Eighth Army Corps who per- 
formed this great duty voluntarily and enthusiastically for their country.’— 
William McKinley. 

Very respectfully, 
M. Gray ZALMISKI, 
Major and Quartermaster, U. S. Army, 
Depot Quartermaster. 


Name of soldier: Post Commissary Sgt. Charlie Redling, United States Army. 
Military service: Post commissary sergeant, United States Army. 
Post office address: Fort Brady, Mich. 


LETTER TO DEFENSE SECRETARY WILSON 


Dear Mr. Wilson: Will you please note a registry receipt dated December 24 
covering the transmission to you of three letters dealing with your own laudable 
activities, and with ideas or suggestions in the interest of the armed services. 

In one of these letters I stressed the point that perhaps you were enveloped 
in an Iron Curtain area, and therefore I requested a reply from you personally 
on at least one of the three letters transmitted. 

To this date, well over 60 days, I have no information from you, although I 
did receive a half answer, which evaded essential points which I submitted. And 
this half answer was signed by Admiral Womble, a subordinate of your Defense 
Department. 

I hope you will check into the questions I presented in my communications of 
December 24, and I would especially request your consideration to what I here 
present, in the interest of developing and maintaining the highest degree of morale 
in our Armed Forces. 

Your able and fine-thinking assistant, Dr. Hannah, has proposed various 
ideas, to most of which we heartily subseribe. As publisher of this periodical, 
for over 25 years, and with a background of service dating back to 1898 I wish 
to refer specifically to one of Dr. Hannah’s proposals which deals with a econdi- 
tion concerning the retired personnel. 

Dr. Hannah especially opposes changes in retirement rules, having in mind, 


- no doubt, certain restrictions which operate against officers. If given an oppor- 


tunity to testify before the House Armed Services Committee, if and when the 
Career Compensation Act is up for amendment, then we should be pleased to 
present our views on this question, based on 56 years experience with the military. 

In the meantime, in support to Dr. Hannah that retirement rules should not 
be switched, may I also ask your attention to the enclosed ‘Marked Editorial’ 
of the Army and Navy Journal, which states: 

“Retired personnel must be more adequately recompensed for a lifetime de- 
voted to the preservation of our way of life.’ And continuing further the edi- 
torial states: 

“The present economic situation of many of our retired personnel reflects dis- 
credit on our Government.” 

Congress is not to blame for this, but discredit was reflected against the Penta- 
gon, when in the act of June 16, 1942, it urged and took away from retired en- 
listed men ‘‘Allowances’” which they had been receiving for over 50 years. At 
the same time, the officers of the Pentagon in this same act took advantages in 
allowances for themselves which had never hitherto been authorized. 
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In other words, in the act of June 16, 1942, the Pentagon (not Congress) 
reflected discredit on itself, by taking from enlisted men allowances which had been 
promised them for life—thus breaking a solemn contract as much as 50 years 
after it had been in operation. 

If you wish to retain worthy experienced noncoms in the service, who are indeed 
the hard core of the military, then justice should be extended to those of us who 
retired under the provisions of the act of March 1885, some of whom retired in 
1898, and received such allowances to 1942, when these allowances were arbi- 
trarily withdrawn, while in the same act, the officers took new and increased 
benefits for themselves. 

And in this same act, proper longevity pay for double time, was also arbitrarily 
taken from the hard-core men who served our Nation honorably, faithfully, and 
heroically in the Spanish-American War and thereafter. If you and Dr. Hannah 
would be just to those of us who served, and just to those now serving, it would, 
we believe, first be expedient to rectify the injustice practiced on retired noncoms, 
the hard-core men of a half century ago. To deal justly with presentday enlisted 
men, and to ignore justice to those of us who served, is not conducive to the build- 
ing of morale, as anything which is not equitable cannot engender morale. 

Jnfortunately, you are surrounded by easily promoted high-ranking officers, 
who little realize, or do not know or care, concerning the service rendered by those 
of us prior to and following the Spanish-American War. 

This is definitely proven, which you yourself will confirm by checking the reports 
of subordinates in your Department who have reported adversely on H. R. 2714 
and H. R. 1827, alleging that these bills are discriminatory to other enlisted men, 
There is not one word of truth in these adverse reports. 

If you will check Senate Report 925, Calendar No. 938, 78th Congress, 2d ses- 
sion, you will find where the Pentagon, then reported that similar legislation was 
not discriminatory, as no other analagous group of retired men could justify any 
claim of discrimination. 

In other words, someone lied in the report which then Acting Secretary of War 
rendered to the committee, or someone lied within your present Department, 
when they said these (similar bills) are discriminatory. 

We are wholeheartedly with you in your efforts to economize, and with economy 
to have a more efficient armed service, and in return we hope you will be with 
us, to rectify the deception, or, one may say, outright subterfuge of your present 
legislative officers who report diametrically opposite to what Secretary of War 
Patterson reported in July 21, 1943. 

Hoping that you will give this appeal your personal consideration, and not 
ractice ten Curtain tactics against those of us who served in the yesteryears, 
am, your well-wisher, 

J. H. Manager. 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 7, 1954. 
CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

GENTLEMEN: | am writing to register my approval toward the incorporation 
of the provisions of H. R. 2714 into the present pending bonus reenlistment bill. 

It has been shown to me that in the act approved September 30, 1890, as 
amended (copy attached herewith) that enlisted men were to be paid 75 percent 
of the pay and 75 percent of his allowances of the rank upon which they are 
retired. Inasmuch as the act of June 16, 1942, reduced the retired pay of all 
retired enlisted men from 75 percent of the pay of the rank to approximately 65 
percent of the pay of the rank, this bill, H. R. 2714, is being presented so that 
these retired enlisted men may receive the difference in pay which was arbi- 
trarily taken from them in the act of June 16, 1942. 

Not only does this specific statute (attached) show that these men should 
receive 75 percent of the rank at which they retired, but I have been shown a 
booklet issued by the War Department in 1913 which was distributed to erlisted 
men as they enlisted and which guaranteed them 75 percent of the pay of the 
rank on the retired list. 

H. R. 2714 would recitfy this breakage of contract, which contract was broken 
after it had been in operation and men had been receiving 75 percent of the pay 
of the rank for a period of 40 or 50 vears. Had the soldier broken his side of 
the contract to desert he would have gone to jail. Yet in this instance the Gov- 
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ernment broke its side of the contract and the men accordingly lost part of their 
pay which this bill, H. R. 2714, would restore. 
Your favorable consideration of this legislation will be greatly appreciated. 


Sincerely, 
Hae Boaas, M. C. 


CHAPTER 1125 


AN ACT To amend chapter 67, volume 23, of the Statutes at Large of the United States 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 

America in Congress assembled, That chapter sixty-seven of volume twenty-three 
of the Statutes at Large of the United States, being an act entitled, “‘An act to 
authorize a retired list for privates and noncommissioned officers of the United 
States Army, who have served as such for a period of thirty years or upward,”’ 
approved February fourteenth, eighteen hundred and eighty-five, be amended 
so as to read as follows: 
' That when an enlisted man has served as such 30 years in the United States 
Army or Marine Corps, either as private or noncommissioned officer, or both, he 
shall by application to the President be placed on the retired list hereby created, 
with the rank held by him at the date of retirement, and he shall receive thereafter 
75 percent of the pay and allowances of the rank upon which he was retired: Pro- 
vided, Thatsaid enlisted man had war service with the Army in the field, or in the 
Navy or Marine Corps in active service, either as volunteer or regular, during the 
War of the Rebellion, such war service shall be computed as double time in com- 
puting the 30 years necessary to entitle him to be retired. 

Approved, September 30, 1890. 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 8, 1954. 
COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

Honorable chairman and members of the committee, as the author of H. RP. 
2714, I hereby submit an amendment which embodies the principal features of 
H. R. 2714, with an added provision to pay widows of retired enlisted men any 
pone see which may be found due them in the event my proposed amendment is 
accepted, 

Trastandti as I am unable to attend the committee hearing and to present other 
additional facts in support of my proposal, I would deeply appreciate it if you 
would give Mr. John H. Hoeppel of National Defense and a former Member of 
Congress, an opportunity to fully describe the various discriminations and 
injustices which retired enlisted men of long service have been subject to contrary 
to express stipulations of law, such as Mr. Hoeppel is prepared to submit to your 
committee. 

Regretting my inability to be present and thanking you for your consideration, 
T am, 

Sincerely yours, 
Harou.p C. Hacen, Member of Congress. 


AMENDMENT TO H. R. 9377 


Page 5, immediately after line 13, insert: 

“Src. 3. (a) The proviso in section 202 (d) of the Career Compensation Act 
of 1949 is amended by striking out ‘That’ and inserting in lieu thereof ‘That, 
effective as of July 1, 1942,’. 

“(b) Retired pay shall accrue by reason of the enactment of this section to 
any retired warrant officer and enlisted man only for the period beginning July 1, 
1942, and ending June 30, 1946; shall be computed according to the rates of pay 
provided for enlisted men during that period; and shall be paid in a lump sum 
by the Secretary of the Army or the Secretary of the Navy, as the case may be, 
to such retired enlisted man, or in case of his death, to his widow if he left one, 
but to no other person.” 
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P.ECOMMENDATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS Re Bonus-REENLISTMENT BILL 


Without delving into the cash bonus which is proposed in this bill, we were 
inclined to believe that the bill should be modified to stress a substantial cash 
bonus payment to enlisted men who entered into their second enlistment. We 
would suggest thet the initial enlistment period for all branches of the service be 
set at 7 years with 3 years to be in active service and 4 years in the Reserve with 
the right of the enlisted man at the end of 3 years active service to reenlist and be 
paid a bonus predicated upon a reenlistment of 3 years active service and 4 years 
in the Reserve. 

When the enlisted man enlists the third time and has completed 6 years, we 
would reduce the amount of bonus paid but at the same time provide an increase 
in rank for the reenlistee. 

When the enlisted man enlists the fourth time, we would limit the cash bonus 
and give him one further increase in rank, provided he was competent for this 
higher rank according to established military standards. 

This procedure would give the Government 12 years of active service on the 
part of the enlisted man with 4 additional years in the Reserve. 

After an enlisted man has completed 12 years of active service, we would 
absolutely abstain from paying a cash bonus but in lieu thereof we would provide 
that such enlisted man be granted double-time credit for all foreign service after 
12 years active service, which double-time credit (including longevity pay) 
would not accrue to him until after he had served 20 years of active service. 
Under this procedure, an enlisted man would willingly forego a cash bonus after 
he has completed 12 vears of active service (or even 9 years of active service) if 
he was assured that after he had completed 20 years of active service his double- 
time credit would be added to his active service to thus give him more security 
in his declining years. 

We have discussed this question with enlisted men who advise us they are 
digusted with the service because of favoritism and lack of discipline and have 
expressed to us they would rather have the assurance of greater retired pay in 
the event they live to retirement than take a cash bonus today and perhaps have 
it spent tomorrow and thus probably be a disgruntled soldier for the balance of 
their enlistment. 

A comparison.—The operations of corporations and the larger industries prove 
definitely that the laying aside of a profit-sharing fund for the employee is more 
desirable for the employee than a cash annual bonus which is usually dissipated 
without in a sense a compensatory return to the individual. Where an enlisted 
man was building up double-time credit, he would feel as a stockholder in the 
armed services and be more contented with the assurance that if he lived, he would 
receive proper longevity pay for the double time gained for service outside of our 
continental United States. 

Drones, then and now.—During the undersigned’s active service days, there 
were always drones or featherbed soldiers who avoided strenuous military service 
but who, under existing laws, usually reaped the benefits of military law with 
individuals who gave their ell to the Government. It would not be fair to the men 
of today or to our taxpayers that the drones, laggards, and featherbed men should 
receive huge cash bonus payments to reenlist, and it is for this reason that we have 
stipulated double-time credit for service outside the continental United States. 
Why pay our enlisted ‘softies’? who, in many instances, even after their first 
enlistment would continue to reenlist? To pay a cash bonus to those in this group 
on parity with men who would serve in isolated sections of the world today is 
really unfair, and it is for that reason that we have proposed double-time credits 
after 9 or 12 years service for all enlisted men where their service is outside the 
continental United States. Obviously, we would not grant double-time credit 
for men aboard sbip except in time of war. 

Another money saving suggestion.—The average man is interested in security in 
his old age. As under existing laws, thousands upon thousands today are receiving 
dual retirement credits for the same period of service, we would suggest that after 
@ man has served 9 years and after he has been paid a bonus to reenlist twice that 
all cash bonus payments to such individuals should cease, but that he be granted 
in lieu of a cash bonus dual retirement benefits such as: (a) Retirement under 
existing law covering all active service in the Armed Services, and (b) retirement 
credit from the United States civil service and that in addition to being author- 
ized credit for civil service retirement for all enlistments for which he has not been 
paid a cash bonus. We repeat that in addition, after he has completed 20 years 
active service in the armed services, that he be given mandatory civil-service 

reference for employment in any branch of the United States civil service where 
e is qualified at a mere passing rate. 


Under procedure such as this, if this provision were considered after 9 years’ 
service, the individual could retire from military service at the end of 20 years 
and he could then take up civil-service employment with an accrued credit of 11 
years toward a civil-service annuity. 

The average individual after 20 years’ service seeks employment inasmuch as 
his retired pay is never sufficient to maintain himself and family. Why not save 
money to the taxpayers now by eliminating cash bonus payments for 9 or 12 years 
of active military service so that all of his enlistments after that period may be 
credited toward military retirement and subsequent to military retirement to be 
given mandatory civil-service employment with an accrued credit of 11 years? 
It was observed in the yesteryears that a procedure of this kind was followed, 
and may yet be followed, by the British after the individual soldier had served a 
period of 12 years. 

As proposed above, this granting of civil-service credit would make the indi- 
vidual soldier tee] a special interes. in the Government and it would be a just 
reward due to the fact that he, if he continued to reenlist after being paid a cash 
bonus, had established for himself a credit for future civil-service annuity. 

Obviously, assuming an enlisted man first enlisted at 20 vears of age, at age 49 
he would have military retirement, and under the above procedure, at age 60 he 
would have approximately 31 years’ credit for civil-service annuity. We repeat, 
individuals are willing to work tor social security in their old age. Through 
procedures somewhat along the lines as indicated above, it is our belief that the 
average youth would fight to enlist and reenlist rather than leave the service a 
disgruntled and discouraged individual after only 2 and even 3 or more enlistments. 

The age-old story of leading the donkey with a carrot suspended before his nose 
is, in @ sens , applicable here. If and where we feed the donkey a sumptuous 
meal (with a large cash bonus), will he feel so elated as the one who is following 
the carrot suspended before his nose? 


Wasuinaton, D. C., July 10, 1954. 
Hon. Lesuiz C. ARENDs, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. AReNpbs: As you were the chairman at the hearing held on July 8, 
in connection with S. 3539, a bill to grant an increased reenlistment bonus, and 
as vou stated (because my time to speak was restricted) that I could insert in 
the record of the hearings any pertinent data I had, or intended to discuss, I 
therefore submit the following which I respectfully request you insert in the 
hearings at the appropriate point. 

Mr. Blandford, the legislative counsel, stated that the Pentagon authorities in 
1951 stated that a bill similar to H. R. 2714 would cost $3,500,000, and that it 
would require a search of 75,000 records to ascertain the men entitled to such 
retroactive pay benefits. 

The Pentagon statement is wide from the fact, inasmuch as without question 
less than 3,000 men had double time on the retired list in 1942, and as many of 
those having double time had only 2 or 3 years of such service, it is decidely 
preposterous to fix this figure as the amount which would be required to pay these 
men the pay they allege was unjustly withheld from them. 

According to my computation, and with a liberal estimate, I am positive that 
less than $1 million, or $1,509,099 would cover all claims. I make this statement 
in full confidence that the Pentagon figure is in the nature of an error, or a coverup, 
to influence the committee to re eect our claim for this benefit. 

There were less than 10,000 retired men on the retired list of the Army in 1930, 
and as the ranks of 30-year men have been diminishing instead of increasing, 
especially in respect to those who had dou)le-time credit, I reiterate that the cost 
of this bill, and the difficulty of checking the records, is merely ignorance, error, 
or a deliberate intent to influence the committee. 

As Mr. Héoert provided that insertions and additions which you indicated I 
eould add to the record should be considered as though I had made them orally 
to the committee, I hope you will also so regard this letter, and have it printed 
in the proper easily read type. 

Thanking vou and the committee again for permitting me to present argument 
for retired enlisted men, and hoping you wiil approve for inclusion in 8, 3539 our 
bills H. R. 2714 and H. R. 1827, I am 

Your well-wisher, 
J. H. Hoeppen, 
Manager, National Defense, Arcadia, Calrf. 
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Mr. ArEeNpDs. Thank you, Mr. Hoeppel. 

We are glad to have seen you back here. 

Now, we would like to hear from another colleague from California, 
Mr. Shelley. 

Mr. Suetiey. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is John F. Shelley, and I’ll take only about 1 minute. 

In the past three Congresses I have introduced a bill going to the 

ayment of double time. In House resolution—I asked the Risse in 

. R. 1848 for that, which was adversely reported, but I feel it should 
have been given consideration by this committee. I asked for pay- 
ment of double time to officers who had served during the Philippine 
Insurrection and the Spanish-American War in the Philippines. 

I wanted to point this out to the committee, that these were men 
who had entered the service as enlisted men and who later were 
appointed officers because they were valuable to the United States, 
and had the ability to be officers, which was the reason they were 
promoted and, then, retired as officers, but they were denied the double 
time to which they were entitled as enlisted men. 

Mr. Vinson. Yes; but they received the retirement pay as officers. 

Mr. Suetiey. Yes; Mr. Vinson, they received the retirement pay as 
officers, but they did not get paid for the double time which under the 
law they are allowed; that is, if they had remained servicemen and 
had ultimately retired. I wanted to call that to the attention of the 
committee, Mr. Chairman, because I think this bill is germane to the 
bill the committee is now considering, to put it into law. 

Mr. Horpret. May I say a word, sir? 

Mr. Arenps. All right. 

Mr. Horepren. At the last calculation there were only 12 officers 
alive who were promoted, maybe, because of bravery or for some 
outstanding services, but there are only, maybe, 10 or 12 men 
remaining. 

Mr. Arenps. All right. The next witness we have is Maj. Gen. 
Morris J. Lee. 

General, will you come right up here, please. 

Mr. Brooks. I think at this point we should do anything we can 
to get these men to reenlist. I call this to the attention of the com- 
mittee, because it is well written up presently in the Reader’s Digest. 

Mr. Arenps. General, will you proceed with your statement, please. 

General Ler. Before I proceed, 1 have a statement prepared and 
submitted by Dr. John A. Hannah, Assistant Secretary of Defense 
(Manpower and Personnel), which I should like to submit and ask 
that it be incorporated into the record. 

Mr. BLanprorp. I suggest we insert it into the record at this time. 

Mr. Arenps. That may be done. 


STATEMENT OF Dr. Joun A, HANNAH 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have emphasized the serious- 
ness of the reenlistment problem on several occasions before several committees 
of the Congress. We have had the problem under detailed study for some time. 
We now have before you a proposed reenlistment bonus bill which we believe will 
go a long way toward checking the current downward trend in reenlistment rates. 

The reenlistment rate for enlistees has declined sharply since fiscal year 1950 
The average rate for all 4 services combined was 31 percent in the first 6 months 
of fiscal year 1954, contrasted with an average of 59 percent during fiscal year 1950. 
The reenlistment rate for inductees during the period July to December of 1953 
was even lower and averaged less than 9 percent. 
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The magnitude of the effect of reduced reenlistment rates is emphasized when 
we consider that the services will lose over 1 million men to civil life during fiscal 
year 1955 mainly due to expiration of enlistment. Our increased dependence 
on smaller active forces armed with new and improved weapons of greater com- 
plexity requires a much greater proportion of highly skilled personnel. Because 
of military training time, and time required for technical training, increased 
reliance must be placed on hard-core career personnel. As expensive as it is to 
continuously train new men on the complex weapons and equip nent of today, the 
loss in effectiveness is of even greater significance than the dollar cost. The 
experienced hard-core specialists, already trained at considerable expense in both 
dollars and time, are vital to the services and they must be retained in larger 
numbers on a career basis, Otherwise, the ability of the services to carry out 
their missions effectively may be seriously retarded, ; 

A major factor in the recent decline in reenlistments has been the limited extent 
to which the first-term enlistees who entered the service 3 to 4 years ago are 
electing to continue in uniform. Navy experience for the period July 1 to De- 
cember 31, 1953, for example, indicates an extremely low reenlistment rate—6.5 
percent—for first-term separatees as contrasted to a high of 81 percent for Navy 
personnel with one or more prior reenlistments. 

This low reenlistment rate of first-term personnel, if continued in fiscal year 
1955, will create serious problems for the Navy and Air Force because large num- 
bers of men who enlisted for the first time in the early months of Korean hostilities 
will be eligible for return to civilian life. The problem is equally significant 
in the Army and Marine Corps, where the high personnel turnover creates a major 
instability situation and retards the effectiveness of these forces. 

The proposed reenlistment bonus bill, which will be discussed in more detail by 
Major General Lee of the Department of the Air Force, is designed to provide the 
greatest incentive for the first-termer and the largest financial reward for the longer 
period of reenlistment. It relates the bonus payment directlv to the pay grede 
of the individual and, therefore, offers more to the higher graded critice] specialists. 

We cannot deny that financiel considerations play a mejor pert in the decision 
of the individual to reenlist or return to civilian life. In various surveys conducted 
by the services, the financisl fe.ctor has headed the list of reasons given by enlisted 
men for not reenlisting. I believe it is important that we recognize this fact and 
establish a realistic reenlistment bonus system more in keeping with the needs of 
the times. 

The cost of this bill in dollars, which has been computed at some $67 millien, 
cannot be considered a pure cost figure. This estimate represents the sum of the 
proposed increase in bonus payments to a given number of reenlistees. In actual 
fact, we would like to see the reenlistment bonus cost far exeeed the estimate we 
have made, for the price of the reenlistment bonus per individual is many times 
less than the cost of procuring and training a new man. By diverting a small 
portion of the high replacement training cost to the pockets of already trained 
and experienced individuals who are not now reenlisting, we will protect an invest- 
ment already made and at the same time increase the effectiveness of the services. 

I am sure you gentlemen are aware of the vital importance, both from an effec- 
tiveness and dollar standpoint, of increasing the retention rate among the large 
numbers of men completing their terms of service. 

I believe the enactment of this bill will be a most progressive and essen‘ial 
step toward solving the critical reenlistment problem. 

General Ler. If I may I’d like to read my statement into the record, gentlemen, 
although I realize you are pressed for time. 

Mr. ArENDs. We will be glad to have you read it into the record, General. 

General Ler. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this 
opportunity to appear before you on behalf of the Department of Defense to 
present the Departmen.’s views on reenlistment bonus legislation. 

Curren ‘ly, payment of reenlistment bonuses is made under authority of section 
207 of the Career Compensation Act of 1949 which is based for the most part on 
the recommendations of the Hook Commission. Whereas previous laws au- 
thorized an enlistment allowance based upon completion of a tour of satisfactory 
service, the Commission recommended payment of a bonus for a future or con- 
tracted term of service. Only in this way could the services realize the full bene 
fit of incentive payments designed to encourage reenlistment. The Commission 
also recommended that a larger reenlistment bonus be paid for longer terms of 
reenlistment. The services have expressed agreement and continue to agree 
with these basic principles. 

As a result of the Hook Commission’s study and recommendations the bonus 
scale authorized by section 207 was adopted and enacted into law by the Congress. 
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This seale is fixed as to amount payable for each reenlistnent contract. For 
example, any individual reenlisting for 2 vears receives $20 per vear or a total of 
$40 while any individual reenlisting for 6 vears receives $60 per year or a total of 
$360. The rate increase in multiples of $10 for each year of the new reenlistment 
contract and in that way achieve the effect of paying a larger bonus per year for 
longer term contracts. An individual who accepts an indefinite or unspecified 
term of reenlistment receives his initial bonus at the rate applicable for the 6-year 
term. After 6 vears in an indefinite status and each year thereafter he receives 
$60 additional until the maximum amount payable under current law of $1,440 
has been paid or 30 years’ service has been completed, whichever condition first 
applies. 

I mentioned the maximum amount payable of $1,440 and the maximum period 
of service for which a bonus may be paid. There is one other limitation, and in 
my opinion the most important limitation of section 207 as it is presently written 
—that is, the number of payments that may be made to anv one individual during 
his entire career. No bonus may be paid for more than four reenlistments regard- 
less of the length of term accepted. In order to draw the maximum of $1,440 an 
individual must reenlist exclusively for 6-year terms or for an indefinite period. 
The individual cannot draw the maximum of $1,440 under any other combinatior 
of reenlistment terms. Servicewide statistics show that the average enlisted 
man will draw less than $1,000 in reenlisttnent bonuses during his entire career 
under the present law. 

The purpose of a reenlistment bonus is to provide incentive to reenlist. Any 
bonus scale must operate in full suv ort of service requirements to be most effec- 
tive. There are certain features of section 207 which do not give full support to 
service requirements. For exam, le, there is no provision for payment of a larger 
bonus for the first reenlistment than for subsequent reenlistments. Another 
significant restriction is that it does not permit larger bonus payments to the 
individual who progresses more rapidly than his contemporaries. All individuals 
reenlisting for a like period of time receive the same amount of reenlistment bonus 
regardless of grade. 

A major problem facing the services is the declining reenlistment rate. Experi- 
ence levels are dropping as a result of failure to reenlist trained personnel. The 
highest losses are occurring in the group of first-term separatees. The magnitude 
of this problem can be realized when we consider that in fiscal year 1955 avpvroxi- 
mately 77 vercent of total separatees will be men completing their first term of 
service. Experience of the Navy during the first half of fiscal year 1954 indicates 
a reenlistment rate of only 6.5 percent among first-term separatees. Sample 
surveys conducted by the Air Force indicate a reenlistment intent of less than 
7 percent among first-term separatees. These indications cause grave concern as 
to the ability of the services to carry out effectively their assigned missions. Dur- 
ing the next several years the majority of separations will continue to oceur from 
that group of enlisted men who are com»leting their first enlistment. Offering 
larger bonus payments for the first reenlistment and larger bonus payments to the 
most cavable individuals is extremely im portant. This should provide not only a 
stimulus to increase the reenlistment rate but, also, should act to stop the present 
rapid decline in the rate. ‘To do this the present bonus scale must be revised. 

There are heavy costs incurred when a replacement must be obtained for the 
man Who is not motivated to reenlist. The new enlistee must be transported to a 
processing point, outfitted and trained in a field which requires his abilities. 
These actions cost monev. It has been estimated that it costs $3,200 on the 
average to obtain and train a replacement for a man who does not reenlist. There 
is another important consideration which must not ke o- erlooked. That is the 
lowering of defense capatility during the period when these young men are in a 
nonproductive status. The period spent in a nonproductive status is estimated 
to average over 6 months per individual. We must pay for this loss in productive 
man-vears because of failure to reenlist the experienced man. 

Let us examine some of the reasons why these first-term enlistees choose to 
return to civil life rather than remain in the military service. I will cite some of 
the more obvious. 

Normally, at the end of his first enlistment the individual has learned a useful 
trade and become proficient in it. He does not ha’ ¢ a great deal of time invested 
in the ser ice and having learned a trade he can start in his own business or accept 
civilian employment on fa’ orable terms. 

Usually, he finds a readv demand in the ci ilian market for his ser ices at a more 
attractive salary or wage than the military service can offer. Further, he has 
accrued edueational benefits, often in the amount of $4,000 or $5,000 in total 
value which will support his schooling for up to 36 months. 
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There are other benefits available to him under the Veterans’ Readjustment 
Act of 1952 and other laws, such as unemployment compensation and home loans. 
Benefits such as these serve a worthwhile purpose but they exert an influence on 
the individual to separate rather than reenlist. Some additional tangible bene- 
fits must be offered which will tend to offset those benefits and influence his 
decision in favor of reenlistment. 

On June 24, 1952, the chairman of the Senate Armed Services Committee 
suggested to the Secretary of Defense that he appoint a civilian commission 
similar to the Hook Commission to examine thoroughly the entire area of 
incentive-hazardous duty and special pays. 

Mr. Lovett, then the Secretary of Defense, appointed a Commission which 
had as its chairman, Mr. L. L. Strauss. This Commission made certain recom- 
mendations in regard to reenlistment bonuses. These were (1) to continue to 
larger bonuses for longer reenlistment periods, (2) to pay a large bonus at time 
of first reenlistment than for subsequent reenlistments, (3) to make the amount 
of bonus payable depend upon the quality of individual service, and (4) to make 
the payment of a bonus subject to a term of demonstrated satisfactory previous 
service. 

In addition, the Commission recommended that home-loan and educational 
benefits be made available to men still in the service on the same basis as it is 
available to the man who separates from the service. 

The military services have developed a proposed reenlistment-bonus scale which 
will, if enacted into law, permit larger bonus payments at time of first reenlist- 
ment than for subsequent reenlistments and require the bonus payment to be 
computed on grade achieved. 

It is felt that only in this way can sufficient real monetary incentive be offered 
to influence reenlistment of these highly trained, proficient, and capable young 
men. 

Other significant features of this proposed scale are (1) the reduction of the 
total number of years for which a bonus is payable from 30 to 20 years, and (2) 
the increase in the total amount payable from $1,440 to $2,000. 

In order to realize the maximum benefit from a bonus system, and still remain 
within reasonable monetary limits, it was decided to recommend larger payments 
early in the individual’s career, with less emphasis being placed on a bonus after 
retirement eligibility has been acquired. 

In recommending an increase in total amount payable from $1,440 to $2,000 
many factors were considered. Significant among these was the high cost, which 
I mentioned before, to procure, outfit, and train a replacement if the separatee 
does not reenlist. 

Now I shall speak about practical application of the proposed bonus within the 
limits just stated. It is felt that on a servicewide average basis an enlisted man 
will almost double bis real income from this source. Experience under the cur- 
rent law indicates that at the end of approximately 14 years’ service an individual 
will have received about $750. The new proposed scale would increase the amount 
to about $1,660. If an individual is better qualified than the average member, 
and his comparative qualification is recognized by promotion, he will receive a 
greater amount during the same period of time. Initial bonus payments under 
this proposed scale will begin at an estimated $650 rate for an average period of 
reenlistment as compared to the current average of $250. An outstanding indi- 
vidual with higher qualifications can expect to receive an initial payment of about 
$1,000 for a 6-year reenlistment. Certainly, the offer of bonuses in these amounts 
increases incentive to reenlist in the military service. On the other hand, the in- 
crease in reenlistment bonus, although it is an immediate payment of additional 
funds, results in a net saving to the Government by retaining a skilled individual! 
in the service for whom no replacement will be necessary. 

The degree of acceptance of this proposed reenlistment bonus by enlisted per- 
sonnel is best demonstrated by reference to the results of a recent survey on this 
subject conducted by each of the services. Approximately 600 enlisted personnel 
who possessed skills and grades representative in each service and who were within 
9 months of separation were surveyed in order to determine their personal reaction 
to the proposal. Of the enlisted personnel who initially indicated that they did 
not intend to reenlist or were undecided about reenlisting, 88 percent were defi- 
nitely in favor of the proposal, 59 percent would be more inclined to reenlist, and 
more than 5 percent stated they would change their mind and reenlist if this 
proposal became law. Although this sample was relatively small it covered a 
variety of grades, skills, geographical areas, assignments, and activities. 

As discussed before, the Department of Defense has estimated that the average 
cost to process and train a new recruit is about $3,200. On this basis, a 5-percent 
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upward change in reenlistment rate should result in a net savings of about 
$6 million in other military costs. An additional increase in the reenlistment 
rate should show a much greater savings to the Government. This estimate, 
moreover, does not consider the very significant difference in military effectiveness 
resulting from retaining skilled personnel so necessary to maintain a high standard 
of military effectiveness, rather than new trainees. 

The military service exercises considerable direct control over its members. 
This control does not apply to the decision to reenlist. The decision to reenlist 
must be reached voluntarily by the enlisted man after weighing the considerations 
in favor of and against this action. 

I; follows that in order to attract and retain young men of high quality the 
services must do everything within their power to increase the attractiveness of 9 
military career. 

Many projects are under wey within the various departments which we hope 
will cause more of our trained personnel to remain in the service. However, a 
real inducement lies in the economic considerations offered when a young man is 
in the process of choosing a career. 

The importance of the economic inducement and its effect on the reenlistment 
intent is borne out by the result of the sample survey referred to earlier. Although 
the number surveyed was relatively small, the apparent acceptance of the proposed 
bill generally indicates the influencing role its implementation should have or 
reenlistment intent. 

The reduction of wholesale losses of highly trained personnel is an urgent 
necessity. This proposed bill should be a most important means of reducing such 
losses. The Department of Defense strongly recommends favorable action by the 
Congress. 

Mr. Arenps. That is a very good statement, General. 

General Ler. I have with me, sir, members of the other depart- 
ments. I also have with me Major Lemley, who headed up the De- 
partment of Defense committee that worked up this bill and he is 
prepared, as well as the other members of the other departments, to 
answer questions in detail if I can’t personally answer them. 

Mr. Arenps. Any questions, Mr. Rivers? 

Mr. Rivers. Isn’t this right down the line materially with what the 
other Hook committee recommended? 

General Les. I believe it is not in complete detail, but in general it 
is in line. 

Mr. Rivers. | am familiar with that. 

Mr. Bennerr. Mr. CHAIRMAN? 

Mr. Arenps. Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennerr. How mucb is it costing the armed services because 
of lack of reenlistments at this time? Have any estimates beer made 
of the overall figure? 

General Lee. I think not, sir. It would depend again on your exact 
numbers who did not reenlist against the average cost of replacements 
that I mentioned. I don’t believe we have a figure for that. 

Colonel Kane. It is based on the philosophy that it would cost 
$3,200 to replace an individual who did not reenlist. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, there is a degree of effectiveness which you 
can’t measure in dollars but you can use the figure of $3,200 in cal- 
culating what it does cost in total dollars based on what you lose’on 
nonreenlistments, that is, if you lose 60-70 or 80 percent of the quan- 
tity of the people involved. 

Mr. Bennerr. It may be a very difficult figure to get, but it seems 
to me it would be very helpful to the committee, and on the floor 
particularly if the Department of Defense would estimate how much 
we would save by the enactment of this legislation. 

General Ler. I think in answer to your question, sir, on the savings 
that would be accomplished, assuming an increase in the reenlistment 
rate over what the Department now believe they will have over the 
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next year, at about 5 percent it would ameunt to a saving of $5 or $6 
milhion. 

Mr. Bennett. That refers to the Department of Defense? 

General Ler. Yes, sir, 1 am speaking of the Department of Defense, 
and if you went up to a 10-percent increase we would increase our 
savings by approximately $83 million to be saved if we could go up a 
10 percent increase over the present estimate. 

Mr. Bennerr. That figure is arrived at by subtracting the figure 
of the present cost as to the figures of the cost of this bill? 

Major Lemuey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bennert. Are there any clauses under this law that a soldier 
might stay out after his last enlistment had expired for a certain 
number of days in order to start this bonus system all over again? 

General Ler. He is allowed 90 days after his present enlistment has 
expired, in order to obtain the bonus. But, 90 days is his limit. 

Mr. Bennerr. Perhaps my question was not worded properly, but, 
if a man served a certain length of time and arrived to the point 
where he would not get any substantial reenlistment bonus, is there 
any chance that he could stay out for a few days in order to start the 
bonus process all over again, from the standpoint of getting these 
higher percentages again? 

General Ler. Major Lemley, can you answer that? 

Major Lemury. There would be no advantage to him to stay out 
because any enlistment he had contracted for before would run against 
him. 

Mr. Bennerr. General, I know this fine statement was read, and 
naturally, because of the nature of the bill before us, you feel a money 
inducement would be the chief factor for reenlistment. 

Now, in your studies didn’t you find other reasons why young men 
refuse to reenlist, that is, other than money inducements? 

General Lee. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennerr. What factors? 

General Ler. There are such factors as having to serve overseas; 
factors of rotation of overseas duty, wanting to be with their families, 
wanting better housing—and, too, some people just don’t like military 
service, and that’s always been the case. * 

Then, again, some want to go home and want to become educated 
under the so-called benefits of the GI bill. 

We have had a study made in the Department of Defense, and in 
all the services, a study to try to make the services more attractive, 
if you will, and we are working at those things now. 

or example, we are trying to give a man a choice of his station— 
I am speaking now of the Air Force—if he has served so many years 
in the Air Force we are now trying to give him a choice where he can 
select his own station, and things of that nature. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, I have something very specific in mind and 
which you have not as yet enumerated as one of the reasons of refusal 
to reenlist, but, in my several years here | have been disappointed in 
the number of cases that have come to my personal attention where 
enlisting officers—maybe they did or did not—but, my impression is 
that in many cases they have practically assured the boys as a con- 
sideration to enlist, they have practically assured him he could take 
up a certain classification in which he was particularly interested in 
the Military Establishment, in other words, they practically assured 
him he could go into, say, radio, or radar, or some other specified de- 
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partment in which he desired to go in order to qualify himself as an 
expert. 

Now, these lads don’t realize the enlisting officer does not have 
authority to make such guaranties, but I have found in so many cases 
where the whole family has become disgusted—not only disappointed 
with the military services, but disgusted because their own sons 
enlisted, enlisted because they were assured by the enlisting officer, 
who might be overanxious to get an enlistment, or something of that 
sort, only to find that it did not happen after the enlistment. 

I am putting this in the record a I have seen it happen a 
number of times in particular families where boys have refused to 
enlist—even in the Air Force, which I love and admire very much, 
simply because in the first instance they had received an overstate- 
ment, at least, of what the boy could choose to do and, then, have 
waited months and even years and, then, he never gets the chance to 
get into the department he desires. 

General Lee. I think that is very unfortunate. 

Mr. Benner. Am I overstating that situation, sir? 

General Ler. We of the Air Force do screen our people who have 
enlisted. We send them through the indoctrination centers, or to 
school as the case may be and, then, into technical training in the 
skills which we think they will be best qualified to learn. In other 
words, we examine the man and determine whether or not he is qualified 
to become, say, an expert on radar, 

Mr. Benner. That is true, General, but that is after you have 
trained them, and my point is that before they are trained the en- 
listed man many times has been assured by the enlistment officer of 
certain things, who perhaps overstates or exaggerates certain things 
without authority to do so. 

General Ler. That is unfortunate if that is happening, but I didn’t 
know that it was happening. 

Mr. Arenps. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Benner. | will in just a minute, Mr. Chairman. 

Now, I would not have brought it to your attention if it had not 
come to my attention so frequently that I am satisfied that that is 
one reason—I don’t know the percentage—but one reason is because 
of that very condition. In other words, they never find personal satis- 
faction in the military branch in the way they were led to believe they 
would. 

Mr. Rivers. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Van Zanpt. Will the gentleman yield: 

Mr. Arenps. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from Pennsyl- 
vania, Mr. Van Zandt. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. On this reenlistment of less than 10 percent over 
the first enlistment, how does that compare over a period of years? 

General Ler. I am sorry, sir, I'll have to refer that question to 
Colonel Kane. 

Colonel Kane. Prior to this particular enlistment period with which 
we are so very much concerned, which consists of well over 70 percent 
of the total, we had not run any detail on firsi-termers over the second 
group. 

Indications are from the analyses we have made and they are purely 
statistical analyses, would indicate we have done better in prior years. 
But in the first-termers it was relatively small, and in reviewing it, 
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it would probably indicate we were probably getting 20 percent of the 
first-termers in prior years. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. May I ask what the Navy can report over a 
period of years? 

Commander Sty. In prior years it was 22 percent of the first en- 
listees. 

Mr. Van Zanpt. How about the Marine Corps? 

Major Harr. We do have statistics compiled by grades but not 
specifically as to the term. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. Is there someone who can answer that question 
for the Army? 

Lieutenant Colonel Brown. I am Lieutenant Colonel Brown of 
the Army. Our figures compare with the Air Force. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. The reason I asked, if it would show a trend 
over a period of time. 

Lieutenant Colonel Brown. I think it approximates around 20 
pereent,.sir. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I think it will show the GI benefits and other 
benefits of the service. What has the Department of Defense done 
to reestablish a lot of these fringe benefits the enlisted personnel 
have been entitled to over a period of years? 

General Lee. Well, sir, of course, we have had several terms of 
legislation. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I am talking about the fringe benefits which can 
be accorded by the Secretary of Defense, that he has right now, and 
has over a period of years. 

General Ler. I don’t know exactly what you mean, Mr. Van 
Zandt, but looking over this volume of the activities of the services 
we did run into a lot of things we wanted to do and feel should be 
done, one being increasing the prestige of the enlisted officer. 

Mr. Van Zanpr. I am thinking of the prices in the PX’s, and so 
forth. 

General Ler. Actually I don’t know if there’s anything the Depart- 
ment of Defense could do in changing that, sir. 

Mr. Arenps. How much longer will this go? We are going to 
have a vote at 12 o’clock, and if we could we want to go into executive 
session, ind if anyone has any questions let’s get them out. 

Mr. Gavin. I'd like to ask you, General, how much screening do 
you give an enlistee when you are about to transfer 2 man or move 
him or change his location. 

Do you study his family background, and what difference it will 
make to him in his life when you alert him to a move to another 
station? 

General Ler. We move people on a requirement basis, speaking 
particularly of the Air Force. 

For instance, if we need a radar expert, or an engineer, or mechanic, 
or a personnel expert, or whatever he may be, we move him as the 
time comes and as we require him. 

Now, we certainly look the situation over and try to avoid any 
hardship, and we certainly try to avoid any hardship wherever pos- 
sible, in any case, be it either an officer or airman, but we have to 
depend entirely in moving people on a requirement basis. 

Mr. Gavin. When vou alert a man how much time do you give 
him to get his affairs in shape before you start to transfer him? 
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General Ler. That varies, and some people have as much as 6 
months’ notice. Others do not have that much. 

Mr. Gavin. What would the average be? 

General Ler. I am estimating it, but I would say 3 months. 

Mr. Gavin. I think 3 months is perfectly all right, but when they 
only have 3 weeks I think, when you call a man in and say, “We are 
moving you to such and such a station at such and such a time,’’ and 
that’s why I am asking as to how much time you give them and 
whether or not on some occasions you call them in and say, “You are 
going to have to move in 10 days,” and he, then, has all his affairs 
to get in order, and that most certainly has a tendency to upset his 
normal life, and I was particularly interested in having the services 
give a man sufficient time witbin which to alert him to his move. 

General Ler. Stability in the Air Force is one of the prime factors 
in our forces, sir, and we are very much interested in keeping our 
men stable. 

Mr. Gavin. As to the duration of time enlisted personnel are 
stationed at any one place, say in some of the islands in the Far East, 
say, the Johnson Islands, don’t you think some such consideration 
should be given to those locations, that they be not kept there too 
long, so that they lose interest in everything except one thing, that is, 
to get back home, and, then, to get out of the service? 

reneral Ler. Yes, sir. We have a policy in our service regarding 
the length of time required of a man in an overseas area. 

In some of these overseas areas a man is permitted even to extend 
his time, if he wants to stay. 

But, there is a minimum time in all areas, and in the Johnson Islands, 
and perhaps in the far northern bases——- 

Mr. Gavin. What is the period of time now in effect at Johnson 
Island? 

General Ler. I can’t answer that, sir, but I can get that information 
for vou? 

Mr. Gavin. What is the period for, say, Okinawa? 

Mr. BLanprorp. Two years without dependents, and 3 years with 
dependents. 

Mr. Vinson. I’d like to ask what it is in continental United States. 

General Ler. That, too, Mr. Vinson, varies with the services, but 
for the Air Force it is 18 months. 

Mr. Vinson. He has got to stay at that staion for 18 months? 

General Ler. That is correct. 

Mr. Vinson. What about the Navy, Army, and the Marines? 

General Ler. I don’t know whether these gentlemen can answer 
that, sir. 

Mr. Vinson. Well, it costs a great deal of money to transport 
furniture and families around, and at least they should stay there 
long enough to find out how to get back home. 

Mr. Gavin. I'd like to point out, gentlemen, that there is some 
discrimination between the services, in that the Army and Navy 
have 20 or 24 months, and the Air Foree has 18 months, and I 
think if the Air Force has a period of 18 months the Army should 
likewise have 18 months, and I think it is an injustice on the part of 
the Army, and you are talking about reenlistments failing because the 
boys get discouraged in having to remain in spots for such a consider- 
able period of time. 


5189 


Mr. Buanprorp. In connection with the Air Foree, and I believe 
on the basis of a directive issued by the Department of Defense, the 
Air Force has completed a very extensive study which I think they 
call the Stability Study in which they come up with the very point 
Mr. Gavin has raised on permanent assignments, because they, as 
everyone else does, realize the fantastic cost of this, and I might say 
from reports made to the committee they have made vast strides in 
their efforts to stabilize these assignments. 

Mr. Gavin. Can anybody here tell us whether that rule still exists 
as to 24 months for the Army and 18 months for the Air Force and 
the Navy? 

Lieutenant Colonel Brown. There has been no change. 

Mr. Gavin. There is no change. I suggest we get that for the 
record. 

I think the Army is being discriminated against, and I feel those 
boys are just as much entitled to consideration as the Air Force and 
the Navy, and they should all be the same. 

Mr. Wixson. I'd like to ask a couple of questions specific to this 
bill: Under the present law how many times does an enlisted man 
get this allowance? 

General Ler. Four times under the law. 

Mr. Wixson. Aren’t we penalizing the men who are up to, say, 
the fourth enlistment, and will they not get less under the existing 
law? 

General Ler. They can go in under either law, Mr. Wilson. We 
have a saving clause in the law. 

Mr. Witson. Do any of those concurrent enlisted men who do 
not intend to reenlist will get less enlistment allowance, if they don’t 
reenlist? 

Major Lemuey. There is a reenlistment bonus based on setting up 
an enlistment allowance——— 

Mr. Arenpbs. Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooks. I want to ask this question: 

Does the Air Force have any idea of what effect the draft has on 
this problem? I know they go into the Air Force to avoid the draft, 
and can you state what percentage really would not reenlist simply 
because they were forced into the Air Force by virtue of the draft? 

General Luz. No, sir. 

Mr. Brooks. | think that is very important. 

General Ler. I just don’t know how you could set up that figure, 
Mr. Brooks. 

Mr. Brooks. Well, if you have a free volunteer that is one thing, 
but when a man is forced to enlist to avoid the draft he expects to 
get out, and I think the draft has an effect on the enlistments of the 
men, and particularly they will join the Air Force because they can 
enlist in the Air Force, and they can fly around, or just stay on the 
ground, but if they get into the Army and there’s fighting going on———- 

Mr. Rivers. Well, it is a somewhat more romantic type of service. 

Mr. Brooks. J was wondering if thev had any figures on that. 

Mr. Buanprorp. I might be able to help you. 

Tf you will recall we were able to maintain an armed force of 
1,450,000 men, and it has been estimated that we can maintain an 
enlisted volunteer force of about 2 million. Beyond that you get 
into the point where you can’t maintain it voluntarily. 
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Mr. Vinson. That is correct. I don’t think you can maintain it 
in peacetime; that is, I don’t think you can maintain an Army of 
2 million men by voluntary enlistments. 

Mr. Bianprorp. No; but we did maintain an armed force of 
1,400,000. 

Mr. Rivers. It is a fact, is it not, that you maintained your 2 
million in service when there was a periodical draft? 

Mr. BLanprorp. I was speaking of the twilight period of 1946-48. 
The draft law expired in 1947, and for a period of time we had no 
draft law. 

Mr. Brooks. Do you have any estimate of that? 

Mr. BLanprorp. No, sir; there’s no way of estimating how many 
people enlisted to evade the draft. 

Major Lemuey. There is an amendment that takes care of that. 

Mr. Arenps. Where is that? 

Major Lemuey. It is an amendment, sir. It starts on line 3 of 
the front page of S. 3539. 

Mr. Bares. Tell the committee what that does? 

Major Lemuey. That, in effect, says that if a man is on duty at 
the time the proposed bill is passed, he may elect to go under which- 
ever bill he so desires. 

It further says a man who comes in after the passage of this act, 
must go in under the new bill. 

It also says that a man who is separated, and who has a 90-day 
period in which he is permitted to reenlist, may also elect to go in 
under the current, or the proposed bill. 

Mr. Devereux. I am glad to have that information. 

Mr. BLANpForp. Mr. Chairman, may I mention two points in con- 
nection with this bill which may arise on the floor? 

(1) There may be an effort to make this bill retroactive. You 
have this situation, where the man is discharged and this bill is talked 
about, and he has not reenlisted, but, rather, is waiting for this bill 
to become law before he reenlists. If he is already out for less than 
90 days he can take advantage of this new law. 

You also have the man whose enlistment expires today, and he is 
going to enlist tomorrow, so he will have to draw his pay, and _ he 
doesn’t get the advantage of this new law. 

In view of that now, you are going to have people say, ‘‘Why don’t 
we have it made retroactive for people who reenlist within 90 days 
or even 180 days’? And the only question I’d like to state, is that 
there is no reasonable cutoff date possible, because you are always 
going to hurt somebody. 

Now, the next point I think we must bear in mind is the fact that 
this bill will require a deficiency appropriation of some $68 million. 

; van your bill will pay for itself if they get the reenlistment effects 
esired. 

Mr. Vinson. That, ves, and also based on the difference required 
to train a new man. 

Mr. BLanprorp. Yes; that is correct. 

Mr. Brooks. And the fact that these reenlisted men don’t need 
training. 

Mr. Rivers. Well, you take a man who comes from Biloxi, Miss., 
he’s training in order to go into industry when he is discharged, and 
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just can’t keep them. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, I certainly think this bill ought to protect the 
men who reenlist on the next day after discharge. 

Mr. BuanpForp. The point is, where will you cut it off? However, 
I am glad you brought it up because it shows to me the importance 
of this.bill.becoming law. 
Mr. Arenps. Allright. The committee will go in executive session. 
(Whereupon, at 12:10 p. m. the committee adjourned.) 


I don’t care what you offer a lot of these men in that category, you 
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